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R . ¢ Qﬁo 1Is The Independent Student: . . : ’ .
Status and Resources of Independent Students
" Prepared by the College Entrance Examination Board i . '5;
. For the Office of Plamnning, Budgeting, and Evaluation : : . .®
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Introduction '_ :' - - . . v
] \
Both the legal nmandates under wvhich most Federal student financial assist-
ance is awarded and the tradition of postsecondaty education in the United N -
States are based on the assumption that the student and his family will L.
« contributé toward the costs of education to the ‘extent that_ they are able, . ’

and that the parental contribution is the first element included in thes
resources available to a student. Increasinglys however, there is’ pressure
to eliminate the parental contribution -for students in that group which is .
characterized as "independent” or "self-supporting.” The basis for suggest-

ing this exclusion comes from a variety of philosophical, legal, and .
emotional jarguments that focus on the idea that there is a poirt at which '~
the paren requpsﬁbility for support of a child in postsecondary education

-~

e e
. The definition of the independent student most widely used in awarding. ‘\\\
‘Federal, state, and institutiocnal funds is that included in the legislation -
for the Basic Educational Opportunity Graht Program. That defines an inde- -, \\\
pendent student as one who: . . t . ~ T
- / B . ‘ ~ . e .

1. Has not ang will .not be cla}q& as’ an exemption for Federal intome’
tax purposes by any person exce his,or her spouse for the calendar .
year(s) in which aid is received d the calendar year prior to the
academic year for which aid is reque ted, and o . ) - .
" - ~

2/' Has not received and will not receive financial assistamce of more
'than' $600 from his or her parent(s) in the calendar year(s) in’which- - <; '
aid is received and the calendar year prior.to the academic.year for "' -
° : whiﬁ?'aid is ‘requested, and . LT . )

3. Has not lived-or will not live for more than”;po congecutive weéka
in the home of a parent during the calendar year in which atd-fs ° o
- peceived and the calendar year prior to the gcademiclYea: for which

' > . aid is requested. : - ®
- N . i 3 N / 1'*‘1_ . . L
Many believe that this definition is less than satisfactofy in that it is -
arbitrary, difficult to police, and ‘exceedingly unfair” ¢o' some students. o
.Perhaps the most serious deficiency to some is that the definition is based : 7

-, - on legalisas rather than on educational policy. This study vas commissiomed - - -
O - to investigate other definitions which might be less subject to. these kinds ~~ * °° gj
. ~of gbjections. _ : : - R
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An ,advisory | ittee convened by the ‘study group ‘staff identified a number

of variables lth might be significant in assessing the indepemdence of a.
student. - These wé&re translated into’ alternative definitions which were

; grouped - . e T .

1. AAlternatiies shieh nédliy eieaents of the present defi‘&tion

.
- =7 - é

. 2. Alternatives ; baséd on’verifiable characteristics of students wh
traditionally would be considered independent L.

3. Alternatives based on.studenyts who cannot or do not receive any
suppOrt from their parents ,

s

4. Alternatives based on educational characteristics of the student -
* 5. .Alternatives based on'the personal income of the student

hgse alternative definitions were tested against a data bade collected by

the’ College Entrance Exam?®nation Board in the conduct of studies for various

state agencies over the past few years., The data collection instrument was
. the Student Resource Survey, but the analyses for this study were made with
* data processingwsystems developed specially for this purpose. The ‘study

sample included "32,673 undergradtate students attending % t least half time

- and was asarepresentatiye as possible of the distribution\of students attend-
* * ing two-year public, four-year public, and private (both - and four-year)
- institutions natignally. . , i ‘ SR - |

. The Student Resource urvey asks a number of questions which approximate [
those used in determin%pg independence under the BEOG definition. Using
®he student responses to\these questions, each of-the alternative defini-
tions was tested to determine what percentage of change would occur in

those presently classified as dependent/independent accordidg to the Federal-
definitions (79 2 percent dependent 3nd 20.8 percent independent)-

‘ Characteristics of the Independent Students in the Sample
’

Students who now qualify as independent are older than'those who would be
. considered dependent. The mean age of the full-time independent student
*  was 26.2 years; that of the dependent student 20.8 yearns. About tliree out * .
. of ten students over 25 years of age would wmot qualify as independent under

the present definition. Of the students who are presgently married, 30.5
. - perceat would not qualify as independent; among those separated or divorced
T :37.3 percent would not qualify. Not all veterans would qualify as indepen-
dent with 40.5 percent of those who indicated they were)veterans not -eeting -
the present defindtions.. e
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Among students who identified themselves as Black, 30.5 percent would qualify
4s independent and of those who identified themselves as ‘Spanish-American
¢3533 percent wouldc<be independgnt. Oaly 19.5 percent of the White students

and 10.5 percen the Oriental students would meet the present qualifications
for independen dent status. Only-about one in ten freshmen would be
independent, lamong seniors. nearly three out of ten would be considered
independent. . .

- - N

St‘dents'who qualify for indégendent student status umder theé. present guidé=
lines come from families with lower incomes than those who are dependent —
indicating that for many independence may ‘be a matter of necessity rather
than convenience. The mean parental income of the dependent full-time students
, was $14,559; that for the independenf, students $10,243. Students from families ‘
”_ with incomes above $12,;000. rrade up more than 536 percent of the dependent
; t student group but less than 32 percent of the independent students.

~ .
Those who would be considered dependernt received an averaée of $964 in support
from their parents. More than half of the dependent students reported receiv-
,ing less than $600 in paremtal support with nearly. two out of ten receiving

" no support from their parents or guardians, According to the BEOG family
contribution schedule the mean expected contribution from the dependent
student parents would be $1,617. For students who are at present determined

N to be independent, the mean BEOG parental contribution would have been $1,218

+ - had they been dependent.

- e T S R N

Financial Imblications of the Present Definition

*

-

Under the present, Federal guidelines there is little financial disincentive '
s to the parents. ‘The only loss that they would experience would be their
ﬁ inability to claim the student’ as a Federal incope tax dependent, Everd at
3 the highest income tax rates, this would be a loss of only $337 per year in
'} taxes paid. THere would be, sbme small additional impact through' loss of "
%kdeduction for state purposes, but it is unlikedy that fhe total financial loss

¢, J through increased taxes would exceed $500°'per year. ' o

?‘ v . N |
y i YThe®savings to the family would Re cohisiderable. Even assuming that they .
' 4 ‘made a contribution of $599 per year -- sufficiently low to qualify 'the
‘student as indebendent -- a famfly with an income of-$20,000 would realize

a net savings of more than $2,500 per .year when compared with the -amount .
that they would have been expected to contribute toward educational expenses.
v. " had the student been dependent. ‘This sgme family would lose approximately
N $240 in Federal income tax deducations for the year. The student himself ',
" 7 would not obtain partfcular-advantage in dollar terms, because he would )
;7 sidmply be -gubstituting support from financial aid sources for support from

.. the parents. But there would be a considerable change in financial aid

v
‘iW\eligibil{ty.‘ﬁ ' L
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The mean BEOG exbected parental contribution that would have been cqpﬁhted
for the students in the study group who are considesed to hé independent’
would have been $1,283. Assuming.that there are about 7.45 million undetr- "
graduate students enrolled in postsecondary education during the I974-75
acadenic year, the net loss :through foregdne parental contribution from the
2G.8 percent of students considered to be indepgndent~wou1d have deen'thg

" masmmoth sum of $1.988 billion. ) ) _ .. PR
. s L. L , . . ‘ .
' Sociopathogenic Consequencges-of the Present Definition , ° * g L c. T
q v * R ’

When the regulations cancerning eligibility for iﬁdébendeat stydents were
specified, certain consequences were i!tqnded by the ‘action. The regulations
were intended to further the basic goal of the Federal student aid’proframs

B to equalize and extend educational opportunity and thus make access to .-
higher education available to all who could benefit: from it. The regulations' - 7
recognize that there are some individuals who no lqnger have access to their °~ -
parents resources. It is possible-to say, however, that there have been o

some inequities created by the definition which negate the principal aim of
» the programs. - \ C '
. . 4 N .
+ ' e most obvious source of these is" the.tiie provision. The guidelines are
’ designed to prevent a student who is leaving home ‘to attefnd school from
suddenly declaring himself independent and taking advantage of 'a program
' which was not designed for him: Yet there are obvious cases in which a* .
___student may in fact be independent even though there has not been a period
o§¥physical separation from the parents. At times the alienation hHetwéen
parent and child is total, and while the parent is within his legal, if not .
moral, rights to refuse to support the studeht, the Federal regulationms will
not recognize that student as independent iness the refusal has persisted L

for two years. "8 . ‘L . .

-

-

Another difficulty arises from the incentives which cause a student to - .

separate from his family earlier than he might otherwise have in order to

receive aid. Yet another is the actions of students and parents engaging J

in devious or dishonest behavior in order-to qualify, Thg ~current, regula-

tions potentially disenfranchise a large number of would-be ‘stydents who - '

are considered by society to quindependent_of their parerits but who fail ' .

to qualify for aid. .This is pethaps the most serious jmplication of the 1
\

present definition.véi & - . _ -,

' : t ’ : ¥

‘Alternative Definitions of the Independent Student and Their Implications . .
- = ~ . 1 s .

Using" the ‘data base provided by the Student Resource Survey, 2§ alternative oy

| definitions were developed and tested to determine their impact on the” . o

* * number-and characteristics of students who ,would be added to the.group who i
would be considered independent under the present BEOG program definition.
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of fhese, eight were eliminated because- they created ‘alter#tions which were

~~. - either too small to be significant or to great to be acéeptable. THe remain-,

T ing 20 were subject to further investigation. The following table shows the PR

impact of these on the study grovp:

- i . . - . AN
| & . Changes in Percentages - L e - i
A Ce— of - SR B
7 . . - Students Considered to be Independent.. ™ - . Coe
- A " . Altemative pefinitions . .- = T
. 7 N 2 - - . - - B L ~ T
R S - Incykase in . - Total , . B
. ‘Cange in Definition -. * Percent” inlependent Percent Independent '
% ‘ N - - - e .
. -Ignofe Place of Residence + | <. - L 2.6% 21.0% , N
W Ignore Prior Year,Tax Dép.; M 3.9, ne 22.3
* ° JIgnore Al] Tax Dependency o 2.4 0 7 - 45.1 ) ‘
) Ignore Amount of Parental '« . > % N . -’f cey e
. Contribution Y e 1.2« 7 . 19.6 7 % . .
Ignore Place 6f Residence . Ly VR - R
and Parental Contribution T -3.8 ‘ 22.5 - -
“Include All-Over 21 Years—— — 17.4 - 35,8 - . .
. Include All Over 25 Years '~ 4,1 .22.5 . ’
.IncIude All Married . 5.6 - 24.0 -
Include All Veterans SR 5.4 23.8 k ’ -
- Include.All with BEOGBC =0 _  _  13.2 ) 81.5 A
Include All with Studept- e S S P
Reported PC =0 “ ~ = - . 2% . - T 40,2 e v,
Include All With CSSPC =0 . L S
Include Delayed Entry Two Years - 13,950 L o 32.3 '
Thclude Delayed Entry Three Years 6.8 ST 25.1.
"~ Include Delayed Entry Four Years S 4.9 . > - 232 .
Include All Seniors -~ LN . 15.2 33.6
. In¢lude All Working 21 Hours Plus -8,8 . T27.1 .
. Include A}l Working 31 Hours Plus . 2.7 C 21,1 .
,* 1Include All Earning 50% Parental / | Lok ‘
‘ Income : 7 7.9 . 263 - - )
Include All Earninfg 33% Parenpal /. o - R * /7 .
Income = .7 ¢/« *15.8 - - 342 X .
It would appear.that.the present definition yuld He simplified through the -
* elimination of consideration of the studentfs place of residence (at present )
the most difficult to police or verify of /any of the requirements) and C e ]
) through limiting contideration of tax d endency to only one year (less .-~ * | - -
information for the family to provide ghd for the administrator to verify)
without adding either a substantial number of studengs to the indépendent =’ o
- group or without adding students §rom high income/high contributiom families.. . T

‘The mean income of the students added under this alternative would be-only 5

$11,208 as compared with an averagé for the present independent group of ' < - O

$10,243.+ Alternatives which ignore tax dependency completely result in ' - _2\-"- Lo °
" a substantial increase in the number of independent students and those which e

L 4
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ignore the "amount of parental contribution add students: from high income .
families who are in fact receiving substantial amounts.of parental support.

-~ -«

" an ‘alteration of the present BEOG definition that would automatically jnclude
students with specifically jdentifiable characteristigs such as ‘welfare

recipients, orphans, wards 'of the court, those over 25 years of age, those

who are or have been married, and veterans, would not appear o result im.

eithér a large increase in the proportion of independent students-or in 3

group very different from those considered independent at present. ‘Suctr——

an expanded definition.might reduce the unneces$ary intrusion into persemal — —
. family financial matters for a group fof whom it be the most objection- '
able’ and, for whom it is the ﬁost]diﬁficult to verify. . .

Definitions which axe¢§§$g@-bnﬂthe actual oi~caLculate& abilityuoflthe

parents%to contgipu;e=obviodsiyninclqdé'oné'importaht group of independent

) students -- those who do mot .receive any support from their parents —- but ‘
. <L,the need to collect tire comfidential parental financial information is ome,

of the major problems  facing administrators who deal with students who wish.

S demonstrate ‘thejr independence. This alternative would compound that
problem. Use of definitions based on class level would result in the-:inclu-
sion of a substantigl graup of students who are at present cansidered depen- °
deht on their parents and who have characteristics quite different from those
now independent. Use of measures of delayed entry would not result in a

_substantial increase in the number of etudents, and those added would appear
to have characteristics similar to -these considered to be independent al

preéent} . .

~ . e

,Alternatives based on.the employmehf‘of'tﬂe student -or the relaiionship of
the student's income to that of the ,parent do not appear to provide -any -
_significhnt'improvemenq over the present definitiofis.
. ﬁn qonsidqring.these'alternatives, the BEOG definition was used as the bench-
".. matk against which other definitions could be measured. The discussions'ignore
‘ any “implications thé alternative deéfinitions may have with regard to program
eligibiiitx or award determination under the present financial aid programs
for which the .definitions might be used. If any of the alternatives were to
be implemented they would need to be tested against those factors, Under
the present BEOG system of .eligibility and award deternmination, for example, -
.a student coming from a low income family-who earned a significant amount
_ from personal employment during the previous year would likely be disadvan-
‘taged” by being declared indeperident becduse of the way his personal income
would be treated in determining his eligibility. There may be .other elements
of Federal, state, and institutional program procedures that would act as
%nqéntives or disincentfvaes to the independent student\which should be con-
e gidered before changes are made in the definitioms. ) .

.
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The Equity of Restricting Eligibility of Independent Students

One modification in the definitional situation which has been discussed .is . .
to relax the stringency of the definitional requiremerts.and at the same o,
time limit eligibility for grant assistanae to dependent students. The -
- _argument is that a Student might be permitted to declaﬁe={qdependence
. at any point during his educational career] but as a consequence of that
. . decision the studestls eligibility would ‘be limited to loan and/or
employment assistance. ’ Lot

- = ~- .

. -

Such a restriction would not appear to suppory the purpose of providing
access to educational opportunity to’stude from families with incomes
insufficient to assure-such access. Of the independent students in the
study sample, more than half came from families with incomes of less than.
$9,000. More than‘“40 percent of the. independent students would have been o,
expected to receive less than $600 from their parents if they were depen- .o .
- dent. It would seem that the independent students in the study group come

from ‘families for whom grant assistance is intended. -0

[ v . s - f
‘Even under the present procedures, it seems that éhe independent -student .S
" has less access to grant assistance than does the dependent ' student, and

presently must work and borrow more. .-The following table shows the’ mean
* grant, loan, gnd work for the dependent and independent students in the .-

<

. T ‘ ¥ ' T T
Participation in, Grant, Work anl Loan )
- “ Programs ' . ’ :
' Dependent and Independent Students ' N o,
. | : . | | ' o
’ o Dependent " Independent )
- ) : ) — .
. Mean Total Grant Aid . ) $244 . $169 y
I Mean Totg; Loﬁg—Term . - o ) N . l . i
, Educatignal Indebtedness - -5Q0 - \ 930 o
“~=""- ' Mean Total Term~Time and * o , g SR -
Summer Employment Income'® ° . " . ' T *
- ' for Single Students - o 917~ o 1,466. . N

It would appear, therefore, that policy changes that restrict‘the_gvaii?é;li y -ﬂ ¢
of grant assistance to¢ independent. students would pot increase the equitable -
distribution of funds.' Independent students come_from families with lower : "
incomes thatt do dependent students. ~The partiéipants at present.in t "less
desirable" loan and employment’ programs at higher percentage rates have
‘accumulated larger mean long-term debt amounts, work considerably more hours

5~ at term-time employment and presumably use larger amounts of their personal

" earnings to support their educational prpgrams. Changes that would further .. i
.. increase their reliance on less desirable forms of aid would not'induce ‘greater o
"+ equity at least in these areas. : ' C . _ J # 41
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; Intro‘&on

During the 1974-75 academic year, approximately $6.4 billion will be made
available as student financial aid to individuals enrolled in one form or
another cf postsecondary education in the United States. With the excep-
tion of those funds disbursed by the Veterans' Administration and the
Social Securitv Administration, most will be awarded on the basis of
"financial need" of the recipients. ’Both tne legal mandates under which
the funds are provided and tae traditior »f pestsecondary educati in

. this country are based on tqe assumptior that the student and his family
will contrinutg toward the costs ~f educatioa to the extent they are able, -
and that the student-parent contribution 1s'the first element included in~

a determination of ""financial need.” -
reasingly, rowever, there is cdhsiderable pressur;ﬂ::jbliminate the

‘parental portion of this coatribution -- for students in that group which ,
is characterized as ''independent¥ or "self-supporting.” The basis fop.
this exclusion comes from a variety of pailesopnical, legal, and emotional

" arguments that focus on ‘the idea that there is a point where parental respon-
sibility for support of a child enrolled in postsecondary education ‘ceases.

Various factors coatribute to the concern about the independent sfudent.-
Bormal legislative action in most states has reduced the "legal age" of
majority from the traditional 21 years to 18 years for purposes of voting,
*~“making—bindiag»eeat:aecs,_punchasingfalcnhgli‘g;g4*~§9me see this age of
" majority as affecting the traditional concept of parentsf support. Another T
. factor is the increasing ndmber of "nontraditional” students enrolled in
postsecondary education. Returning servicemen, people who have been at home
(male or. fdmale) and are re-entering or commencing postsecondary education,
technologically unemployed older individuals seeking retraining, and others
who similarly have been providing their own support for a number of years
make the argument that the amount of the income and assets of their parents
is irrelevant tp their need for financial assistance. A third factor is the
increasing ‘expense of & postsecondary educatign and .the general inflationary
trend., Logic suggests that y parents wopld have an increased financial
intereSt in "emancipating" the%r children in order to assure the student
‘greater access to financial assistance -- and thereby reduce the amount the
parents would be required ‘to provide in order to supqut the education of the
child, P . '

- \\ - - N ]
For higher-cost postsecondary institutions, the problem of recognizinmg large
groups of students as "independent” has been one of resotirces.” If ‘these -
institutions accepted and implemented.criteriéthich permitted large numberg
of sgﬁﬂepts to be considered, for financial aid without recourse to the income
and -assets Bf their parents, a significant sourcé -of support for institutions-
would be lost. This would be particularly true for institutions tiat enroll
large groups of Students from middle and upper inc¢me families. :

S L
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-For less expensive institutionms, particularly those located in'major metro-

t politan areas in which many studentq;;obe\from lower-income segments of the

population,- the problem becopes one of dd‘ling with an admittedly existing .

gr3wp in anrequitable and economical way, These institutions are not as .

concerned with *the potential loss of the parental contribution (which does

not' exist for many.of their students whether the student is formaily class- ’
s dependent or independent) as they are with establishing definitions

ified
that redwgnize the truly~t ndenp/without encoureging abuse.

Other ‘Research anc Reports T

,_ring ti'e past five years many pibliications and papers addressing the issue .
¢! the inuependent student have appeared. Appendix A is a representative
listing of publications on the issue. One category of publications deals

.itn the lowering of the legal age of majority, and includes considerations

©of:

-

1. The potential impagt upon instituPional and state budgets caused
by greatly inc;eased numbers of students claiming instate residency
_ and thereby attaining a lower tuition status. ., - -

2. Court cases in which students have become adversaries of institu-

tions in their attempts to gain instate resident status and have .
succeeded in changing institutional policies. R A ¢
, : . - 2
’”f“““""""3;”"Studeut”udgration~pat€etas-%hac~eould-influenceufu;uxewstatgwagg”g_rw :
institutional budgets. s

¢

4. A combination of two or three of these factors.

Y

Another category discusses identification criteria for independent student
status. These are concerned with: ' S

Evaluation of the applicability of the existing United States Office
of Education criteria for eligibility for Federal student aid pro=’

grams. ‘ .
3

1 s

1.

Substitute criteria for ‘that of OE, Such as:

a. Veterans' status ~ oo

1

’

b. Ward of state or county _

‘ﬁég‘ kesidencg in own domicile for a period of time by married or
single students . 3

d. . Independence from parental supgort for different spggified
time periods . i :

* ‘ . - o . >
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.A third category addresses tne issue from philosophical positions:

1. The ActualJvalidity'of the concept of studeht independence ofl the \\
pasis of limited funds to help alle

2. Broad categoRizabion of different kinds of students who should and
should ngt be\classified as independent

. . .
* 3, Compariscn of the needs of dependent and independent students and
evaluation*of differences < .

Ihese ﬁublications and papers (and the fact' that most have been written within ,
the past five years) nighlight the growing problems surrounding the independent
student issue., The reportorial and philosophical publications add to the °* o
puolic knowledge and understanding of the issue hut do little to furnish
solutions to the inherent problems. \ RN 4
. v g

Defining Resource Pooling Units: i 4

o ’

L]
Before attempting to describe the various "resource pooling units" ta which
a student may belong and the'degree. of relationship to those units, the term
% should be defined. Obviously the term was used in the Request for Proposal
because it is a less constricting term than "family unit" and therefore allows
greater freedom in thinking about possible alternati&es. Some limitations *
‘_Vmgs;,pgﬁimpgggd;Lpggegegl‘ﬁopﬁﬁhg_qefinition\to have a structural framework.

o - e T <’

It must be accepted in thig stqu that akresqufce pooling unit 1is defined

by the receipt of financial support by a student. Further clarification 1is
required, however, in order to separate a priori suppdrt, from a posteriori
support. Clearly, the Federal Government was not intended to be included as
a member of the resource pooling uﬂi;.3 priori, although for many students it

may be one of the most important g_goscgrlori members of the unit.
- .

o

A N
- The traditional definition of reéougpé‘pooling unit as it can be applied to ’
students in postsecondary educstion dp the Dnited States is: - :

LA
e

A group of related indivijduals W :a-lpgal, moral, and/or ethgca

responsibility ‘to make availablé ‘the economic resources ©f one r,

L d

in whole or in part, toAbe‘uséd'qO.meet the common expenses of-all \' ' ‘

members and/or the indivjdugisgxpéﬂégﬁQof one or more other members.
. - L e . 23 .
1 '“7' >~ &

'—This'deginitiod encbmpasses'fhéﬂ;?adit&gnéh'resource oollng units that‘'have -
been evaluated by financial #%d’ pgranf,sponsors and dministrators in asgess-
ing student financial need in, ‘Secondary education. Those units usually

included are: St e
- v s . - e e,

tural parents are present .

?

1. The pdrent-sibling gtoup in which both ma
and one -or more of the siblings” is the student

L
.
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Y. The parent-sibling group in which two parenfs are present but only
one is the natural parent and one or more of the siblings is the

. _ student" . .
‘ 3. The.parént-sibling group hgaded by only one natural parent with,one “ .
or more ef the siblings as a student : MR ‘ )
. * ) i v ' .

4. The group headed'by a nopparent gatural relative (grandparent, other - ,

sibling, aunt,.unle, etc.) .in which one or more of the siblings’ is )

tne stydent Y .
it the exception of orphans (defined as those students regardless:of age
whose natural parents are both dead and no step-parent is present), all
individuals enrolled in postsecondary education could bé assigned to one of
these farily units. The problem arises in determining whether the member of.
the family unit is also a member of the resource pooliﬁg unit. A significant

- portion of the problems associated with determining need for independent

students is in the determination of the point at which a member of a family
unit is no longer 4 part of the resource pooling unit represented by that

-

fanily. .

*Ahother possible definition of a resource pooling unit which mfhht have more
relevance for the financial aid process is:

.

A group of related or unrelated individuals who have agreed; formally
Tt 6r unformally, that the economi ¢ -resou s-of-one--member will be-avail- e o e
able, in whole or in part, for the difect or indirect support of another

. member. T . - .

M [y

= This expanded definiti@n would deal hore-adéquatel& with -students who have .
separated themselves from the family unit, both physically and financially. .
To the previous list of ‘units would be_added: . ,

- \ R . .
. 5. Studeits maintaining permanent residences separate from any other

student -or nonstudént w

6. Students cohabitatihg'vith hqother student of ponstudeng,(a sanc- e e
tioned or nonsanctioned family unit) L . 7

7. Students living in group quarters with other students or mon-
students (communes and cooperatives whetler formal ot informal)

Y -

8. Students living with adults who are nof‘natﬁralfparentg or other*
. ¢ relatives (wards of the court and foq,tv;a' children) Y

,
/ . . e <, .
.
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This expanded list probably defines all of the poféible "peseurce pooling
units" to which a student might belong. Although inclusive of type, : § S
contributes nothing to a description of the degree of affiliation with the -
group which would permit a’description. of the method of determining what, if
any, of the resources of another individual can be ¢onsidered as actually
or potentiafly available for the support\of that member or those members
enrolled in postsecondary education, '
. . T - L ]
For the purposes of this study,. the relevant question is what portion of the
resources of one resource pooling umit should be made available for the
support of a member of a different resource pooling unit. Stated more
specifically -- whatgportion, if any, of the resources of the first four
pooling units (the.traditional "family") should be,made available to stud-
ents who are members of the second four pooling units (the "jndependent”
student). - -t

-

J)

The problem ultimately comes down to a question of when the legal, moral, or
ethical findncial responsibility of the traditional family unit is altered
(or terminated) by a sqgjgl-decision (on the part of the student or on the
part of the parents) under which the student develops a_primary,social .
affiliation with a different resource pooling unit. T

I

-

.Legal Changes in Status
Two _recent ,developments have led some observers to question A'ether student . * .# ..
financial aid can Jentinue to be administered with parental régources im mindi—
The first is the.rush by the states -= 43 of 50 since 1971 -- to reduce the

. age of majofity to-18. The second grows out of a 19733United_5tateé'Supreme
Court decision which held that being claimed as someone else's incomeé tax
dependent for last®ear cannot be made a-conclusive bar to receiving_food
stamps this year. . o - '

‘- Lo . : 2o

* Neither development appears to pose a- legal or constitutional threat to the'

ptactice/bf considering family resources in the award of student aid.. .

Collegé,aid administrators have no reai ;nteré in whether an'.aid applicaht' o
_ is o0ld'enough to vote or is legally "emaffcipated” from his ‘parents. Rather, -

" their concern is wiiether it is reasconable to consider the family resources

of apy particular applicant in deciding whether to give him a financial'bub
sidy. Attaining majprity hag never heen decisive in establishing eligibility
for educational -subgsidies. If it was constitutional in 1970 to withhold -

Federal aid from a 21 year old student with no résources’of his own, but -

from . a wealthy family, irrespective of whether his family made the ™expected

parental contribution” -- and no one has suggested the practice wés unconsti-
- - tutional — then it is comstitutioftal to withhold such aid from an 18 year
" . old student similatly situated in 1974, . T T A

20"
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The 'food stamp’ case -- USDA v Murry et al, 413 U.S. 508 (1973) ---ostensibly

puts—in question the BEOG regulation which denies "independent" 'status to,

a student who was claimed (other than by a Bpouse) last year as a dependent . -.-
. for incomé tax purposes. Ip Murry the cqurt was looking at a statutory o

provision which barred fbod stamps thi:élear for a household if any of its

&

members was claimed as an income tax de bndent for last year by someone in
another household, if that other houseéfold was itself ineligible for food
stamps. The-statutory bar was operative no matter how many people were in .
the affected household, no matter how fraudulent "the .claimed tax exemption,
and no matter how destitute the members of the household. In a 5-4 decision,
the .court found that the statute denied dueprocess. It is quite clear that
had there bgen an opportunity to prove present need -- in short, had the
statutory presumption not been irrebutable --- the court would have ruled the
" other way. ’ » \

.
)

-

The effect of tht presemt BEOG wegulation is that an "expected family tontri-
bution" must be subtracted from a student's grant entitlement this year if he
was claimed as an insgme'tggﬁdé endent -for last year. The presumption thus ,
is that if the parent8 claimzdxtb'haVéisﬁppofted the student last year, it is'

i reasonable to conﬂiger charé ng them with a contribution toward college costs
this year. The parents can plead and prove inability to pay,“but they will K

. ,not be -heard to assert mere unwillingness. There is-not and never has been,

ally enforceable obligation:on the part of parents tq'pay college
costs, but the Congress has chosen to ration BEQG fumds on the theory that
S F @ public funds are

N

he 1y should contribute as |
| given to the student. Lt - T

- . —

> B T R

.. It seems crilikel¥-that' the Supreme Court-will strike down the ‘Congressional
" judgment, particularly- in view of the fact that.other Federal student aid
. ‘programs, campus-based, permit award of e ucatipnal\subsidiggxhaéed on current,
tual, individual needs of gtudents. if; might be well ;q'aﬁénd the BEQG
regulatign_tg_:.e,guire- that a parent's Cax exemption claim be a-proper one,
but in considering whether to do so, the Federal authorities should bear inm
-mind the genéral public inferest against .promoting adversary relationships ®
between patent and child. N o

kS
<
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Social Changes in Status _ff' L vif SR 2 - ‘

-

Changes  in social affiliation can occur for reasons that may be‘characterized
as vo¥dntary (mutusiiy agreed to by parent and child) or involuntarily.(a -
,unilateral decision by parent or child that may be based on real or imagined.
_actions’ by the other-party). . - : :
. —_— [ e e e et o e
The two major voluntary reasons are age and marriage. It seems generally .-~ -
agreed in American society that at some pofat a child should. leave home and
. "be om-his/her own." The chronological age at which this “should"'-oe&ur
differs asong different ethnic, economic, and nationality gr . The age
. ——for men may be somewhat different than that for women. But there seems to be

-~ - -
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) a g mnon cultural paftern that suggests that at
| develop a social relationship which does,not nec
. ents, but nevgrtheless is separate from them.

>

L3
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some age a child should
essarily exclude his par-

. > *

Marriage, too, is a soéially-aéceptablg voluntary‘change,iq the social
jreletionship of the parent and child. At least among the majority cultural
groups in America, a married child is expected to establish a social relation-
ship in which the pargnts are not the primary.locus. !

- . |
s occur for a variety of reasons,
ized as bejng the result of real

Involuntary chahges in social relationship
but most of them probably’can be character
or perceived differences in the life styles of the parent and the child.
some instances the social change occurs because the paient disapproves of
a decision made by the cfiild, as in thercase of an unpopular career .choice,
and in pther cases it,haﬁbens'because of the child's d%papproval of the
parent. & v . .

+

In

the change in primary social relationship 1is a matter of
f Ehe,part;es to the decision. The

le (and the reaction by other partles to
luntary on the part of either parent or
ionship are nearly always a matter
1t .to reconcile with one of the

d analysis procedures generallx

In all instancessl
choice ‘on the part of ome or both o
choice of career, mate, or life sty
that choice) is in most instances Vo
chi%g. That changes in the social relat
‘of choice rather than hecessity is difficu
basic assumptions ofy "need analysis." Nee

m.wwwﬁ,xeggggigg;i;gmgrpﬁunecessigz;as being legitimate and items of choice as not
being Jegitimate.” Commonly dEceptéd"ﬁfiﬁéiﬁ}é§“6f”ﬁeed"ana1 s5--therefore, .} . |

are not especially valuable in this analysis. . .

’

Current Federal Definition of the Independent Student

n-Federal programs, the definition’ of the
d is that included in the legislation
This statesq

Although not mandated for use in no
independent student most widely use

* establishing the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program.
that an independent’ student is one whe:

- . ’[1

Has not and will not be claimed as an exemption for Federal income

1. -
tax purposes by any person except his or her spouse for the
calendar year(s) in which aid is received and the calendar year
prior to the academic year for which aid is reguested.
, . P
‘ 2. Has not reteived and will not receive financiél‘assiétance of more

than $600 from his or her parent(s) in the cal
which aid is rece;ged’and the calendar.gear,pti
year for which aid is’ requested. ' '

endar year(s) in
or to the academioc” :

~




3. Has not lived or will dot. 1ive for more than two consecutive

weeks in the home of a pafent during the calendar year in which

aid ig/rgpeiVed and the calepgar year prior to the acadeniic year : ”’/)/ ,
for which aid is requested.’ : v ;

. —

“

, ' . ' B .
(Segtion .190.42, ¥R Doc. 74-6083,/Title 45, Chapter 1, Part 190, Basic
Educational Opportunity Grant Program Expected Family Contributiom*for
Academic Year 1974-75.) . ‘ .

-—
1 . .

.This definitionggs less than satisfactory to most program managefs and to
substantial numbers of the students they are attempting to serve. It is |

" arbitrary in assuming that a two-year period during which the student has

not lived at home for any extended period of time or received $600 in

support qualifies.the student as indépendent. It is difficult to police s
because the only element subject, to independent verification is that relat-

ing to tax dependency. The program manager has no way of assuring that the

other two conditions are met. Strict enforcement can also be exceedingly

" unfair to some students. Picture a 30-year-old divorced woman with children

- who, for reasons of health, lives with her parents for 15 days in omder to

A

— - ~commonality in defining those elements. Some of the items that aré requfred
" to establish independent student status are: o -

" The ways in which states define independence for the purposes of administra-

" have someone care for her children. This action would cause her to #%bse her

[y

independent status. . .
/ - - .
Perhaps. the most serious deficiency of this Federal definition is that it ) ]
i$ based on legalisms rather than on educational pol}cy. The purpose of the

_student aid for which the definition.has been created-is to assyre a post- )

secondéiy'édhééffBﬁ"fdf”fhbéé‘Wﬁé‘Eannut‘afford"the~coststftomueheiz~ownm"mwm“ "
resources. N '

z

.

State Definitions

4 »

tion of their student aid programs is also important. Congruence of defin-
itions among state, Federal, and institutional programs must be achieved if
the conflicting determinations and resulting confusion are to be reduced.

Many state definitions are cbrerned with- defining something more than student
independence, ifcluding in their "independent student" definitions phrases . °
such as, ¥12-month (state) residency,"” isther than full-time college student,"
must have*had an interruption in education of at least one year," which
indicate that thes definitions.are concetned also with determining legal
residency for pr ym eligibility purposes. Care must be exercised to separ-
_ate residency Tr ements from self-supporting requirements.

A number of states have not established their own definitions but have follgwed

the Federal guidelines.instead. These include Kansas, Minnesota, Tennesse :
and Texas. This does not solve the problem, but simply shifts it to a higfer
level of confusion. Among the definitions that {ndividual states have estfb- . . -

1ished for themselves, there are a number of common elements bit Iittle [ o,

'
o
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' national survey of ihéti;utions coﬁdgcted by the Coi}ege Scholarship Service .
(Css) 4 %7 percent of ‘the 1,200 reé‘pondents indicated adoption of the F%glérdl' v Y

o - o )
: / . . .- . Ce : *

- ‘ents from "extremely adverse howe situatddns.” One' state reports perhaps

_‘9_1 Y
s - ~

S o . ST -

. [ ! . '

1. A period of physical separation from the residence of the parents. |
The. most commonly used period is one year‘although that year is not
consistently described. Terms suc¢h as "last year," "12 months
prior to applicatien,' and m6n§}§§1endar year" are used.‘ One -

, state requires that the periodVO#IEQRQrat;on be since- the junior

year of high school. Another permits ‘goliabitation if "reasonable

room and board are paid." The present definitions’ hppear to allpw . L

for some period of residence with the parents during the period of

physical separation, but there is little consistency. Different \
¢ +definitions permit cohabitation EQE/periods of "two weeks," 'one
month," and 'vacation periods." - -
-

2. A period of tax dependency separatiof from tke parents. This is
perhaps the most common ¢lement of the definitions, but its imple-
mentation is nqt consistent. Various-definitions require that the
student not have been claimed as a tax dependent for '"one year,"
"the, two “previous years," "the year of application and the year of ‘ .
award," or "the calendar year prior to application, the year of o
application, and the year of award." Literal interpretation of °
the most stringent of these requirements would-mean that a student -

. ‘applying in November 1974 for aid for the 1975-76 academic year .

; could not have been c¢laimed as a tax dependent for 1973 (year prior),
! 1974 (year of the application),'aﬁd 1975 and 1976 (the years of the
award). ° ’ B . T

-y ! . , A
Y7 K stIpuldfed amoudt of maximum atlowable support from'the-parents. <5 - —-——-—
/ 'While the variations in this requirement are perhaps less than in
| the others, the values are not consistent. The amounts of $200 and

. $600, which are used by many, appear to derive from the past and ./ff‘
: present Federal guidelines. The figure used by one, SSOQ, seems to
be ‘a compromise. e .

. / :
In addition, a number of states have minimum 1imit§.which arbitrar{ly define T, YT
the lowest age at which selflsuppofting status can be granted. These ages
include 18 (Maine), 23 (california and New Jersey), 25 (Massachusetts), and
the age which would be achieved after "six years out of high school" (Pennsyl-

" vania),, Other states accept certain groupe of students with "recognizHle"
“characteristics as independent of .pareptal ‘'support. These include all veter- PR

ans, veterans with more than one year's service, wards of the court, orphans, .
married students, married students six -years out of high school, and stud- o ;

the simplest definition of ghe self-gupporting student -- one who files the"

. Student's Financial Statement insteag of the Parents' Confidential Statement. =
Eane . : - o

Institutiopal Definitions, . * S ST - e

/ . Y S

. .As'might' be "expected, institutidnsﬂ;fend to rely primarily om the Federal T

guidelines for their definitions of student independence. In & June, 1974,

-
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definitions, nine percent u
percent accepted state or ot
rely more on the Fe

of eligibility.

as well as Federal programs.
by the Federal Govergment sho
as enforceable as possible

do not meet these criteria wel

who qualify as independent to

’

r policy définitions. r Public institutions
deral definitidns (over 90 percent), while private
institutions more often use theirjown policies in admin

regources. -In the same survey, ;
- ~that the matter of definition was, their fhost difficult problem in making

decisions about independent students.
determining need, and the like, often are caused by the initial question

In summary, the components of the curren

criteria for classifying students as to-
This suggests that the definitions promulgated

uld be as little arbitrary, as reasonable, and
There is much concern that the present standards

alternative definitiohs which could be implemented to simplify the present .
situation without increasing the n

210 -
]

institutionally developed criteria, 'and four
istering their

2 percent of those responding indicated
The other problems of packaging aid,

t Federal definitions are the pripary
their indepefidence for non-Federal

1. The purpose of this study is to investigate

umbers of students or the kinds of students
levels which would be unacceptable.
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/ Development of Alferdatiée Définid&ons

In July, 1974, the study staff c nvened a small working,group of representa-
tives from diffewent disciplines and with different points-of-view to cofisider
- alternative definitions of independent student status. The members of that
' group, listed in Appendix B, identified a number of variables that might be
significant in assessing the/ﬁndependence of the student from his parents as
it relates to paying for postsegcondary education. These ‘factors were then
translated into a nq?ber of alternative definitions. ’

itst group of definitions involved modifications of existing Federal
initions. The purpose of investigating these alternatives was fo determine
if simplificatioa er changes in the elements of the definition gould be accom-
plished without drastic shanges (either teductions or insreases) in the number
and type of students who would be declared -independent. These alternatives .
were: I . '

| .o D ‘ - .
HEN .

', - pisregard that element of the definition concerning*the studeﬁt's‘
‘piacejof residence while in school, v ,
. 1 - , ) e
" ."Disregard the tax dependency status for the calendar year prior to
the academicayear fpr which aid is requested.
‘pisregard entiri?! tax dependency status.
M *
" pisregard fntirfly the amount 6f “paréntal ¢ontribueiom. = ~ -

Reduce the magimum allowable parental‘contribution to $200.

Increase th//;mount‘of allowable parental contribution to $1,000.

Redee thd maximum allowable, parental contribution to zero.

]

residence while in,séhaol.

‘Disregazfl both the emount.of parental conifibution and the student's

p of alternatives related’ to verifiable characteristics of 7

/ g ;
groups of stufents who traditionally might be. considered independent. .These
/included: , v C ' .- . R .

Dgclare as independénq1§;1 tho5e’?1 years of age or older:

) . . z_-*,/z
pbeclare as independent all those 22 years of.dge or older.
, . ¢ . R A N ‘ ; : 4

/ Declare as independent. all tﬁose‘25'year§,éf age or older.

2.. Declare as indebeﬁqentlali thOSe‘WQO re or have been darried.
Ty S S : BEE N : TN

'~
~o
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13. 'Declaxe as 1ndependent all those with de;;endent children fedérdlesé o / N / T
of marital status. ( ' ‘. : ’ )

14. Declare as independent all veterans. .
. o . .
15'.“"ec1are as);ndependent all those receiving l;elfai'e benefits

o their own nght. '

{ ' ’ . :
Practically speaking, an.dindependent student is ome who does not rec
financial contribution from his or her parents. To study the effect

/defining as independent that group who do not e\xpect to recelve any’
tion from their parents, three additional alte atives were developed:

\\ 16. Declare ‘as 1ndependent all those who re rted no parental contnbu-
X tion. * » .
\Xﬂ Declare as 1ndependent all those for whpm the CSS system of need -
' analysis would determine that no parent 1 contnbutzon could be '

expected . . .
| 4 . T

18. ‘Declare as 1ndependent all those who would be considered to be receiv-
' ing no contribution from their parents under the BEOG system of
determination of famly contnbutlon.

Concem for the needs of the nontraditional student" suggested the investiga—

ot tiqg_g{_agothet set of altematives based on delayed entry. into postsecondary

- _education.. Four measures | were develaped that reIafEd“fhe sfﬁﬁenf’s‘igé"‘tb nis
educational level:

' 3 3, N
19, \Declare a8 mdependent any student who de.Aayed entry one year 8r -~ . |

’
£

.

-

-0 moreé. ) , . . o
. ‘.. c$ . . . . ’ ; 4 . o
20, De.clare‘as independent Qny student who ‘delayed entry two years or
N ' yore. DN X | . ". ; . "

nec.i'?e as mdependent any student who delayed en!ry thiee years or - "

e e €

clare as u:dependent any student who _delayed ent.ry four years or

hal ‘gre freshmen or sqphanorés, ‘two altemativtes b)ased on class
-« level ‘weTe 1n\ve igated: P - ) ‘

- -
e,
.
|
-

L
E 5

T4 ¢
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‘Finally, the effect of relating independence to the productioff of peésonal
income was considéred. If a student is employed and generating his own .
suppoft, it might be reasonable to consider him to be independent rgg:rﬁless
1

of other characteristics. -To study this, four alternatives were seldcted:’

°25. " peclare as im'ieperident all students working 21 .hours @er week or '

; more.

26. Declare as inaependent all students working 31 hours per week or

~ more.

» ‘ R ‘-

27. Declare as independent afl Students whose personal earnings: were
50 percent or more.of the 'amount of their parents' earnings~

all students whose personal earnings were
eir parents' earnings.

-

28. ' Declare as independent
33 percent or more of the amount of th

-Data Base for Investigation '

udyfwere ﬁollecte& by the College Entrance Examinar

tion Board-between 1971 and 1974 in studies for various state agencies and
*’ individual institutioné of postsecondary educationm. The data were collected

with the Student Resource Survey, a data collection.and analysis system
;dgveloped—by~thesCollege_Bearﬂ’tq_help institutions and agencies study the
'pzthuds"nséd~by~studenQpNtowiinaﬁge the costs: of popesecondgry-education. A
cop§ of the data cqllgction-inst

. The data .used in this st

rument is includéd as Appendix T.™

lects information directly from students.
" It c2y be adqinistered on campus at the time of registration or during classes,
1 with preregistration materials. Students recéiving aid and those
ng aid are both included in these surveys. The basic instrument
questionnaire. Students completé it anonymously, and for that
ossible to conduct follow-up for missing data. .No infarmation

Th Stujtng Resource Survey (SRS)fcoL

give _the’ SRS fell within two to five percent of expected responses.’
owever, in instances vhere' no directly camparable information™s avdilable,
possibility exists that ithe total population may mnot be adcurately - .
represented. )\ Although therd is no evidence in the results to suggest that
- therd was a selective biss in the sample, the abs ¢e of c:;t;:acive data :
= precl —definitive statement.> In the opinion [of the © al research -~
staffs $hd the participating institutions the availlable co-ﬁatison data indi-

‘cate that the result are,re?riﬁentative and just a high level of confid-
ence.’ ‘ . . ! . \ -
. ) \ ’ : ’ t «‘:\ .
! - = - ) \
v ) \ .
- \

which comparison data were availsble, the responses .

o . N
. e .-
NS s e M e X ok -
. i T4 N v ey s .- R
= . L et
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“itions.| An anzlysis of this intormation will appear later,

~comtribution; and-place of residence.—.- o g

‘number of Indepepdenit students. . -

. - - - - - - - - -
—

f?é\original data base from which this study.gréup was drawn included more
than 98,000 students from the states of Californmia, Montahe, .Oregbn,i Pennsyl-
vania, and Washington. This grdup was/sampled in such a way to assure that
the distribution of students attending ‘two-year public, four-year public, and
crivate (both two- and four-year) institutions approximated the aati¢nal
diszribﬁtiqn of students among types of institutiods as closely as p sstbte.
it was ‘'sa-pled further to assure that the population™of each state Hore the
prondy we.ght relative to the other states in the sample, This samjling

oroduced a study group of 32,5373 undergraduite students. distributed]as shown

© Tanlg 1. Cdistributi  rf e age ¢f ti students in the tot3l sample
L. shovh -n .dblie 43 the pdrental income in Table 6.

Against| this data base, <. of the alternative definitions of the 4ndépendent
student| was tested to detcrrine what percentage of change would occur in those
classiffied at present ependent /independent according to the Fediral defin-

Pefining Indepdndence in the’ Study

The Stullent Resource Survey (SRS) which was used to collect the datd for this

study 4acludes |questions that make ‘it possible to6 generate a determ
dependerjcy stagus closely approximating that'requiyed under the pre
of the Basic Educational Opportunity Granmt Program (BEOG). This dg

tion combines students' reSpogses to questions about tax dependency

- —— e o

In the area of tax dependenc&, the SRS questions correspond directl with

those required in the BEOG determination. The student ‘is- asked, "Dild your
parents claim you as a pendent ifor  Federal tax purposes for the last calen-
dar year?" and "Will_your parents claim you as a dependent for Federpl tax
purposes this calendar year?" Responses of "No" to both are requirefl for a

student to be considered‘ independent. The studef®s i"espénse to the]lquestion
"Estimaée the amount .of money you will receive during the nine-monthjacademic
year from . . . parent or legal guardian": is used to determige the a}lowdble
parental support, and a response of '$600 or less, coupled with two nggative
responses to the ta® dependency questions is reqdired to be determingd indepen-,
dent. The BEOG definition requires less than $600 parental .contribugion in

the present and prior 12 month calendar year. The determinations made from

the SRS responses may over- or under-estimate the number of independelt
students, It is likely, however; that the SRS determinations closelyj cortres-

¢

pond to those of the BEOG pr?gfhm. .
S : - )

The BEOG ?ésidenci.réﬁuirement allows no more than two comsecutive wegks residence

with the tgrents during the prior and current year. The SRS does not jmake

this detalled inquiry, but rather asks "When at college, where do you ormally
dive?" lﬁothe student responds that he mormally lives with parents or| relatives
he is not \considered to be independent. The student who responds that}he
normally 111

,sideted'inrependgnt if he qualifies under the tax dependency and parengal -

contributibn questions. Ia this respect; the SBS probably overstates
! ¢ =

lves elsevhere but returns home for vacation perivds would bg con- i
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CHAPTER IIl: CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS WHO ARE

S SUP U U VU U

. INDEPENDENT UNDER THE PRESENT BEOG PROGRAM, Dzﬁiﬁﬁ:l?ns 7

-t
P

“ yUsing the Student Resource Survey items described in the previous Chapter,
a determination was made Whether each of the students in the study sample S
would have qualified as dependent or independent under the definition used. S -
by the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant ‘Program for recipients during the ’ ’

_-1974-75 academic year. Under that definition, 79.2 percent of the sample. // . ¢
would be considered dependent and 20.8 percent would be considered independ- . ' .
ent. Slightly more full-time than part-time students would be considered ; .
dependent. Among full-time #tudents, 22.6 percent of the men qualify as//
independgnt, 12.9 percent 'o‘f‘-'\}the women. The following table shows the dis- - .
tributign of dependency stat':&;s by sex for responsents in\the gtudy 8TOUp. | . ; ’
. ‘ b ~

- sz
eime o ) . At - TABLE 2 v oo
’ 3 u 74 BE I “-:—-:I%“‘ _:"l‘ ‘ ;? a‘ v N N . - ‘— . :: i} , . » " ' -

_+ Dependericy sta«tus:,pyesex_*gﬁ All Scudy Group Respondemts . -~ . ° ‘

) - L . ;{‘.;Il‘ ‘— - .f:hu': « ‘.“‘) . 2 'l . s - .
, AL ’ B A ' ‘ Yoo g P LI -
- - I L (R To. R co- e T

- PR . foele IR S i RN S - ) -
: el o Total * ~Dependent - ., - Independent . N
D R M Tt 4; EEER I § - R I AR TR A o s e ke o
: o - e e RRT .
‘A1l Students W i 10040 79.2% A ' PRy
. " . . "’:A_: 4 R N z - . ‘e '.- . . i
gl ‘ i ‘

l‘”‘// . By ',f IR Sl el s . T
A e -0 100.0% - 100,07 7| - s
i Full-Time Studenmts /f - M 700.0 - . . 81,6 ° - DAL caaBds |/
O N , ’ AN I ‘ AR R A - 2
ST Malet v--i gk ? C o ta. 83.7 . ...;-,t S 69,5 AT
e :‘: ) "'. L e " A SR :i - s " ~"- - -t ""—““k"'- L. ; "s .,' ...vi 7, N R
. Female ... -0 ... i Ao 4637
- r

;,.‘ .. ot .- S L. ) ) L. . T e 3
— — — ’-' | ;4- /,/, .
The study group ingluded. ; 4,0&: stidents (12.3 percent of the total) who
wére carrying é‘our% ‘loads. 1éss than full-time. In the analys that follow,. '
this group has beenjexcl . On many df the variables too fey of this .group '
responded to permit any cbiiclusions to He drawm. Further, thefir preseat . .. .. -.°
participation in Federal gtudent aid.pr ted (in fact, ° -
A€ not in law), and 1 : _mag tive definitions -,
Z-omtiie student aid popula *on -eligible oo // .

LN '\ . L i ;.' ]
valify as indepemdent \are older than .those whd ,vouﬂf—z: / .,

Bl

T
+ a3
t L RN

Female

®

? [J

i
-

kS
' o~
el § e LSl

4 s .

e

tddents who now' q
The \mean age-of .the fall-time independent student-yss - -

msidered depepdent.
: 512 years and that of the'dependent student 20,8 years. SgudenEs geer 287/
- up only 137 pe'tcent"o\t the total full-time group, pn’t_vem’rly ha)f’
R . .o . ] - . v . B N A
. 1 ™ -




L g
(49.4 percent) of the independgnt gtudent group. Not all older st(sden‘ts_‘ . ' . y
were, independent, however. About three out of ten stude over 25 years S /
of age would not qualify as” independent under presen idelines. Table 3 - / -
shovs the age distribution of the dependent and jndegendept’ students in® yd
the sample.- L e
P . E,Z » ’ .
‘ T CTABLE-3 -~ - T o]
- ’ A . 7 ¢ - . ’
J Dependenicy Status by Age - o .
/’/' . P ’ l - . * ’ P ’ ‘
o o " " (Full-Time Students Only) ’
. . B z . .
. ‘ Column Percent e Row Percent
Age Total Dependent N AIndependent . Total Dependent I'ndependent
{8 orunded T} - 7.7% 9.3 7, 6% - 1o,o.oz : 9s.sz . 153 |
L j19 21.3 256N - . 2.2 .| 100.0  98.} ‘1.9 b
s s .210-3 K L 1". _---x“ :-:: 19-2 e ‘) 22’052" C - 6 6 - © . 100 0 .95.6. j”o,“ * - *
d2n ] 19 213 e w0 9.4 100.0 . 90.9-~ 9,1 I
22 6 2 19007 . 16.2 . U3l . /100 o- 6.9 301 . 7
25 t'o 39T R S B 1) e ~1oo—e~~v~-29~e R T S
30 t0 36« jL 22 S .. 87 ] 100.0. - 26.6 73.4 - ‘
- M . . LA G < A . s . R
. ‘35 t6 50 ' 1 2 .. N 04 N 4.4 ,‘—100.0 . 30.9 ¢ \69017/
;’;*i *&41 or 8bove ‘ A 09 05 ' 301 : " 100.0 w.i - ’ 59 09 ’ L
100.0z  100.0% . 100,02 S
s neauAge ‘}/‘21'.8' 2008 T 2s2 | .t Lo T
RN b i . ‘ “ ' - ‘ ) ) \ i ) ! >~‘ ":‘: ;—;:
z ’ » // . . N 3 ‘. } - A
Not a11 ied students. qualify as 1na¥pendent under the present guidelings )
"{Iy evén percent of the dependent students are jor have: been married. Of , - <f LT
o are ‘pregen tly’married, 30.5 pertent woild not qualify as indepen- - oot g

‘deaty among those séparated-or divorced,.37.3 percent would not qualify; among .
those who teported they were widowed, 43: i yrcent ‘would not,'qualify. Talble SR
. D=1, in Appéndix shows the di&tribution of dependent 1ndependent -tudeuts I
. by their present marit : Sy T

-t -

U nfy u independent B e

(24
o

_A Veter make up a Substal!tial portion of those whio“wois
‘present guidelires, with. 44.6 percent of those ideatified by
'hdependent indieating they ere veterans. Not all vetefaus wvoyld qus

. Aodependgat, ‘howeyer,” ecause 40,5 percent of these vho. hﬂieated— tkerwc_, - f*‘« -~
j ..».r 4 uldnot uetMestablhhed criteria. . L S .‘3%- -

R et L
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Studédtg-who'idenqified themselves as Black or Spanish-American were much more - - J
likely to qualify as independent than were students in other ethnic/racial ’ .

" groups. Among the Black students 30.5 pgrcent-wauld'qualffy as independent -
and 25.3 percent would quélify among the Spanish-Americans. Those who iden-
tified- themselves as Oriental were the least likely to be independent, with
only 10.5 percent meeting present guidelines. The following table shows the
‘distribution of students by ®thnic/racial® group membership.
. M N . , s
. - . TABLE 4 *
4 ; ) ! g !
Dependency Status.by Ethnic/Racial Group Membership . / - - . i
. /V o
T~ N (Full-Time Students Only) . A .
' ! Colum Percen Row P t ~ 1
. Ethnic/Racial . olumn grc?nt . ) ow Percen P
" Group . Total Dependent In?eﬁéndent Total Dependent Indepenitlent‘
i i : d \ ( co=
: ’ 3 * : ; \-—J l
Ame'rigan Indian 2.9% 2.9% ‘3.1% 100,02 80.5 19.52 | '

) Black 3.9 3.3 6.5 ~ |100.0 69.5 30.§l ' !
White 80.5 81.2 77.2 . -1 100.0  82.3 17.7, \
Spanish-American; 4.6 = 4.2 ‘\761.'?*":?"1&)".0 7 N T N e

- . .. . \ . , . { R .
Oriental - AR A 4,8 ¢ 2.5 0.0* /89.5 - * 710.5! .
{ other * ¢ - 3.8 3.6 3.4 100.0 ; 78.6 #  21.4|
i h ' P
*1100.0% zoo.oi\ 100.0% / R
i . « S . ) ‘

¥ . . g — =T Tt [ 7 - A

/" .. Seme of the orjginal student rgsponses have been shortened.for c;onve’ni:::ce. B

~ ... Black=Bilack/Afro-American/Negra; White=Caucasianiyhites Spanish-American= ~

S Chicano/Mexican-American/Other 'Spanish-Speaking Aperican; Oriental-Oriental/ T TT

‘ - Asian-American. . e . § .
. . 4 .- % . o

. .As- might be expected from the gmeater incidence of independence among older .

" students, those-at higher class -levels are more likely. to’be 1ndepeiidenb.” s, © R

b Atlong freshman' ‘students, only one in.ten (9.2 perceat) would qualify as inde- . T

““" ‘pendént under present guidelines, but jamorig seniors, nearly. three im-ten’. . .. e

" (29.5 percent) would be considered independent. Slightly more thau 15 pereent -~ L' 7.

»" “of the sephomores, neatly 22 percent of the juniors, and more than'35 percémt - - - .7

- of the fifth year hdergraduates would be 'cms;ggged independent. .Table D-2,

 in’ Appendix D, shows the distribution ‘of - dependent and independeny students '
- by ¢lass 'level. = ., - g i : ‘ ’ ;

1
L}
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Students’ who qualify for independent status under the present guidelines come
from families with lower incomes than do those who ‘are dependent. This sub-
. stantiates the opinion that for many students independence may be a matter
%y of necessity rather than ofyconveniencé. The mean parental income of dependent
~ ¥  fyll-time ‘students in the study group was $14,5 9: that for independent full-
time students in the study group was $10,243. tudents from families with = .’
incomes in excess of $12,000 made up 52.1 pe t of the total group and 56.3
_percent of the dependent student group, but only 31.8 percent of the independernt
student group. Among students from families with incomes of less than $6,000,
32.6 percent of the students qualify as independent; among those from families
with incomes of more than $18,000, only 8.5 percent meet the present qualifi-
cations. Table 5 shows the distribution of dependent and independent students
. by student-reported parental income. . . .-

.- TMBLES . ¢ /

Dependency Status by Student-Reported Parental Income

-~

(Full-Time Students Only) .

- s .

A - L W |

~ Student-Reported Column Percent T R?w Pereent '// %
,\\ Parental Income  Total Dependent Independent TotaI’pependeﬁt Independent |, - <
‘ s} 30004 N T X 15.47 | 100.0%' 65.7%  34.3%
153508 ta $ 5,999 8.5 7.1 15.4 | 100.0 69.5 30.5 _
18 $-7,499 | 6.9 6.3 - 9.8 100.0  76.1 23.9
$ $ 8,999 7.7 4% S 1003 4 100.0 ,77.1 22.9. ¢
$11,999 17.2 - 17.2 - 17.2 100.0 83.1 -~ 16.9
$14,999 15.7/, 16.4 . - 11.9 1 100.0 87.1 12.9 -
1815 $17,999 10.1. 10. © 6.8 1oo.0  88.6 - 11.4
1$18,000 fo $20,999., 7.9 8.6 , 4.6 100.,0 © 90.r. 9.9 Vo
$21,000 to $24,999 ' - 6.2 6.9 - ° . 2,9 , 100.0 92.1 R A1 I V7
$25,000 or above 12.2 - 13.6 . 5.6 1 100.0 92.2, 7.8 { & T
- 1. . ] . d .
, ‘ 100.02 100.02 100.02 | _. :
Mean Income [$13,829 $14,559 ., $10,243 T ) T

}
v . 7 {

Studénts who are considered -dependent under~the present guidelines report
raceiving an ‘average of $964 in support from their parents. More than half
" - of the dependent students (53.1 perceat) report receiving less than $600 in
<~ pifemtal support, with nearly two oyt of ten (18.1 percent) actually self- :
. gupporting.because they®reteive no support- from their parents or gusrdianms.
R L AL I < S
EE R AN - - S AR .

R
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According to the methods used to calculate parental contribution by the Basic
' Educational Opportunity Grant Program; the mean that would be expected from
dependent students would be $1,617 (167.7 ’pfzgxsl_t_,gi_tha-ttctﬁally reported by
' the students). Exactly one quarter (25 percent) of the dependent students )
would be calculated to receive less than $600 in support from their parents
unider the BEOG procedures (more than twicq that percent report actually
,receiving less than $600) -and-onty 875—percenf would be calculated to receive
8 /"' no parentaggsupport (18.1 percent rego"rt"nb'tié). - y , *

/s
-

—For—students who—are at present determined to be independent, the mean BEOG.
calculated parental contribution would have been $1,218 had they been consid-
ered dependent. About four in ten (40:¢5 percent) would have been-calculated
to receive less than $600 (the amount which the}_giglecgive—in bader to
.qualify aggindependent) and more thanyoné In ten (10.6 percent) would have
been calculated to receive nothing from their parents . Table 6 on the follow-
ing page shows the distribuiton’ of reported parental c'lc:ntributions for students
classified as dependent under present guidelines and the BEOG calculated

" . parental contribution for both dependent and_independent full-~time students

in the study group. . . 4
_These characteristics partidlly describe the full-time students in the present

e study group who would be classified as dependént—-or—independent under the,
guidelines used at present by the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program,
most-of the state scholarship égensies,' and net:ly all individual: institutions
b _____of postsecondary education. These characteristdcs provide a benchmark against
which the alternative definitions to be subsequeltly described can be compared, °

«
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CHAPTER 1V: FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS OF TH//PRESENT DEFINITION

- o
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sthe present Federal guidelines for demonstrating self-supporting student .
, there is little financial disincentive to the parents. The only loss
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1 taxable income of *thie parents of $750 for each child emancipatel in this way.
The increase would be taxed according to the marginal tax rate for their.

- income level. In order for the student to qualify for self-supporting status
the deduction must be foregone for two years, thus the total period of foregone
Federal tax deducations would extend o five yearaiif the student were to be .
considered independent for his entire undergraduate ‘career and for the total
period of his eligibility for assistance under the Basic Educational Opportun- ¥
ity Grant Program, ’ ' .

- _ ‘ .
a

2 !

The table that follows shows the cost éb the family through loss of Federal .

income tax deducations for the various periods. A . . -
; . TABLE 7 Lt .

Ihpact of ‘Student Independence

On Federal Income Tax Payments of the Parents .

Parental Adjusted - Increase in Federal Tax. Vs
(] Gross Income | Tax Rate¥ 7T Yeaf™ """"“'7"9&3?5’""“‘"“"5";;55—:5 T/ 3
. ” { 4 .
R e b \ /
| $12,000 t§ $16,000 | . 25% e $187.50 ' "§375.00  —§937.5 :
- $16,000 to $20,000 28 ., 210.00 ' 420.00 -+ —1,050¢00 )
$20,000 to $24,000 32 - | "240.00 480,00 _ - 0.00 |3. .
$24,000 to $28,000 ! 36 ;  270.00 540.00 1,350.00 .
$28,000 to $32,000. .- 39d | .292.50 .. 1,462.50 o
$32,000 to $36,000 @ .4 i A ., 1,575.00 | o
$36,000 .to $40,000 * > 4 P 337.50 °’ 675,00 - ~ * 1,687.50 .
i ! R .

. e

LY

T T

“*1973<tai‘tatég for. families filing joint returns - . ‘ o

. .
: i . "z
/ . AN ' .

The impaét of loss of deduction on state or local income tax :eturns*\of course,
wvaries.. It'is unlikely .that it would ‘be subs'tantial. In .New York; for example,
_for a family with an.income of $20, 000 the state tax liability would be’

increas no more than $87 per year; in Californfa the increase would be no

more $60 per year. It is possiblethat for some families the increases. *
wi be sore because. theyewould be unable to, claim medical expenses paid for ’
<. nondependent children and would experience a further increase in their taxable /
...Ancome.- However, since this would occur only when total medical expenses | ! :
"v_axceeded three percent of.gross income (the level at whieh ‘they cdn be ftem- - - 7]

A 1zed) it is not likely that, this would be 2 significant co:t for-femilies at T
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2~ _higher-income levels. With independent status for the student the savings to
the family would be significant.
tion to a student's educational expenses than would be permitted under the
guidelines ($600 per year), Table 8 shows the savings that would be experienced
usingﬁtﬂ’bcontribuqion‘levels expected under the College Scholarship Service -

Assuming that a family made no more contribu-

system. (This system is used for .determining eligibility for institutional
and campus-based Federal student aid by more than 4,000 institutions in this
| ' country.) . !
. \ .
TABLE 8
- Impact of Student Independénce,on
\ . Parental Céﬁtributions Expected by the CSS* LI
‘ . . CSS . . Net Savingst*ﬂ'
* | parental Income' : Contribution 1 Year ' T
© $12,000 ° . $ 973 / $ 973 $ 492
$14,000 1,378 778 3,112
1. . $16,000 1,851 ~ § 1,251 “ 5,004
) ‘ $18,000 ! 25443 . ' 1,843 . 7,372 . ko
20700 3,290 - o - ~BaB90 i oo 10,360 o b
#$22,000 i 4,011 ] 3T 13,644
$24,000 - 4,803 ! 5,989 —=v=ed——"" 19,956
Y S $264090 . 52589 : 4,989 ° 19,956
$28,000 b 6,337 . 5,737 22,948
_ $30,000 6,992 6,392 25,568 i

-—

. '%1974-75 contribution levels for a two-paren
complications (Table F, CSS Need Analygis:
edures for the 1974-75 PCS and SFS) ¢
- N

///

/- For families im-higher-
. The/CSS expected contribution level
$22,000: exceeds the average cost o
four-year institution in 1974-

" expected to contribute under mo
include any contribution the stude

L The table does, ' however,
';ﬁA:exyerigﬁceAig';hgir child were considere

assets.,

**Egtimated typical expected
;ﬁaiyﬁﬁﬁ“atiowabla—parenta1 contribution *
* 1 .

-

75 (the maximum t

ected parental contribution miné§,$600 per year

N

-

.
Y [

in excess of”

t/, threk-child family without
Theory and Computation Pro-

income levels, this undoubtedly overstates net savings. -
for families with incomes )
f one year's resident educati
_thay’ most families would be
8t circumstances) and these estimates do not
nt night make from summer empl int or,
indicate the savings, that familieg might
d independént of their res

on at a private

/

]
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family with nfi/bome of ,$20,000 would lose approximately $240 in Federal / /
income tax dedufations but would be excused from an expected edutational S
be nearly $3,000 per year. - ////// *

Ve ’ B / .
//j“ s A - ./f ’ /
B »
/

omtribution of nearly $3,200 per year. The net savings to the

’ . ) !
dent himeelf would not obtain particular advantage in dollar terms,
€e he/would simply be substituting support from financial aid resources
. support. from the parents.. But there would be considerable change in .,
eligibility for financial assistance. A student from a family with'an 1
" income of $26,000 would be ineligible for Federal, state, or institutio
financtal assistance on the basis df expected parental contribution atfeven
theé most expensive institutions. As an independent student, however,fhis
- need could easily approach the full amount of the institutional budggt. 1f
‘he applied for and was fopnd eligible for-partigipation in the BasicfEduca- .
"wional Opportunity Grant Program, he might receive as much as $5,60Q in |
BEOG support over four-years at full funding. With an institutional
that is high and other gramt aid (such as that from the SEOG progr

tudent could easily qualify for and might receive as much as -$1x,200 in ”»
' gift aid over the course of four years ($1,400 from BEOG plus $I,400 in v
matching. grant aid from other sources per, yeat) . .
- ~—

financial aid programs) of independent student status a //ierable. The
" following table shows the distribution of parental contr bu
have been computed using the 1974-75 BEOG computation prog dufes, for \

. , /
The finazcial incentives to the family (and consequengjigthe ;/4 to the

—-- independeat-students n.the ‘study group had. they been gebendgnt on their YN
parents. These amounts wgre calculated according o fe general.guide~ SR i S
lines as thos esent for dependent spude . N \\ :

. - ~ \
l// ' \\
. Parental & 1 >\/
From Indepgndent Studenté Under Present G idelines Usiﬁé 9/%
74-75 BEOG Computation Prbceéﬁ{:: = ‘ f
7 , 3
B ‘. ' n ) : | "‘.} ’
RE Amount of Contribution . Percent of Stui7ntsn '//
2 - i * : /
. ’ / /
None . / B 11.1%2 : o
u ' § 1to$ 200 ' 3.7 b ,

AR % 201 to $ 400 20.7 4

N | § 401 to § 600 va , 5.1 ' .

- $ 601 to $1,000° ‘ T 15.3 !

e ‘ $1,001 to $1,500 , : 5.4-

B ] $1,501 to §2,000 - 10.8 . . ‘

17 j. .$2,001 to $2,500 . 8.9 : N v

. §2.501 to $3,000 N 6.9.:

i $3,001 and above ’ / t 12.1° | ! R )

Fog Nean L sam :

{ [ ’ i \‘\ : : B
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- RS G

]

> ERES ~ [ .
i’ - 3 N ol




%

The mean BEOG expected p ental contribution that would have been computed
for students: in -the study group now considered to be independent was $1,283.
Assuming that there are about 7.45 million undergraduate students enrolled
in postsecondary‘educati n during the 1974-75 academic year, the net loss .
through foregone parenta contribution from the 20.8 percentrﬂf students
considered independent would be the mammoth sum of $1.988 billion. It would
be unreasonable to assume that all of .the students who “@te at present con-
sidered independent make that claim in order to relieve their parents of the
necessity of making the e pected contribution. More stringent status deﬂén-
itions would not result in a total recovery of that amount. But the amouny °
of contribution lost from parents of independent students is signifigant.
Certainly the inecentive to have a student became independent ~- savings of
an averagé of $1,283"¥n_pareptal’dbntribufibn plus an average BEOG award at
full, funding of .$567, (a total financial gain of $1,850) -- measured against
a tax reduction loss of not mgre,thén $400 pet ‘year ‘indicates that there
would be a ;éliéf pf financia \pressﬁre by declaring independence.
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1his’chaptet deals with ways im which the application of the present‘jefini--

tion o P~qig

. an adverse

-the “system; latent functions, correlatively, bein
- intended' nor recognized.'*

.hapter wi
on possiblé

Manifest a

|

SOCIOPAIHOGENIC CONSEQUENCES OF INDEPENDENT éTUDENT DBFINITIONS

<

ndgpt student’ status to Federal student aid programs may have | :
imp¥t on individuals angpinstitutions in our society. A later
11 look at §uggested modifications in the definition and speculate

é adverse effects of these modifications.

nd Latent Functions: An Introduction BN : ' 1

In }ooking
part of so
program.

and "laten

. functions

adaptation

with laten
Merton's e
action are
system, an

specified,

were intended to further th basic’ goal of the Federal student ai
to equalize and extend educational opportunity and thus nake access
educatiod’ available to all
tion of - the independeht stu
. are usually responsible for
_ the bachelor‘s _degree.

at a specific program, designed to have an impact en society or a
ciety, it is possible also to-observe the consequences of the
These consequences have often been divided into "manifest" functions
t" functions which Robert Merton defines &s follows: ™Manifest ‘
are those objective consequences contributing to the adjustment or \
of the system which are ‘intended and recognized by participants in
those which are neither
Since this chapter will be concerned primarily
t functions of the present definition #t will be helpful to'cea§{ffe)n
xplanation of latent functions: "The unintended consefuences o -
of three types: - (1) those which aze functiOnal for a designated
these comprise the latent functions' (2) those which are dysfun-

certain consequences wer&-intended by the action. The\regulations

rograms --

hégbef
o could benefit from it. It-'was also the inten-
t criteria '‘to retain the philosophy that parents
e education of their children at least thxough -
The regulations recognize that there are, in fact,

" not 1ive with his/her parents for more than two weeks at a t

those who were normally financi ly dependent’bh-their-paren from using
g.this provision to allow their p« ts to escape responsibility.
3 :
.The Office.of Education defined an {1 dent student as who 1) does

-and will not ‘receive more than $600 per year from his

by his/ter parents ior a three—year period By exten-ion, a dependent .tudent
- f“‘A U . : ' -
PR R - - - L
- . . .

‘for a three-year
period and 3) has not and will not be declared as a dependen} for tax purposes

ctional f0r a designated system, and these comprige’ the latent dysfunctions;. .
'—————and“f37“thuse*vhtth”arE‘ e ;
When regulations concerning eligfbilit for inﬂependent student status weke .

v

O e .
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,1§ anyone who fails to meet one or more of the criteria® one who resgided

with his parents 15 days or more, received $601 or more in cash ind in
any one calendar year, or was declared (%ith or without his copéent) as a

dependent 4#£or tax purposes. - o

be the focus of this chapter. The pwfpose will be to see if the criteria,

as set forth above, ever act to negite the principal aim ‘of equalizzng educa-
. tional opportunity. Are students who are unable to afford postsecondary

education being denied aid? Are students who are able to finance their

college education, either from their own or from their parents resources,

being granted aid because the criteria are overly broad? What other dys-

rd

functions are pyoduced by the regulations?

b_Pt‘is'these specific criteria, as v:;isga\other implicit criteria, that wi

It seems possible at this time to say with certainty that there have beea
some inequities created by the defimitiom. d yet4t is difficult to quan- -
» tify the problem nationally or present a full desfription of what has happened,
. B Those students who did not receive afd because they did not qualify under thef4 . -
Itegblations may have been unable to attend college and therefore cannot be (I
. found in tlie college student population. - Sampling the eatire population of
the nation between the ages of 18 and 45 to locate what is probably a rela-
tively. small number of cases would be prohibitively expensive. :

]

fﬂoééiwhq managed to receive,Federal aid that was not intended for students
in situations such as theirs are.nearly impossible to find -- they are, of

ourse, part of the student population on nearly every campus, but they are
not going to step forward and identify themselves. . :

> What is left is to engage in some reasoned speculation. .It is the intemt of
' this chapter. to present cases which are known, or .have been described, and
* _add them to.certain logicalf categories to produce’a lisg of possible dysfuncs
tions of the current criteria. While the impact on thef student and the
institution is the most obvious, other individuals and agencies are affected.
_ Some of -these will be described, especially those that/ affect regulations
", - between the student and society, his family, or the Toment. - .

' . . ,

.Some Latent Consequences of the Eligibility Criteria

t

7 Independent status is determined by the student's r¢fation to his pareﬁts or .
guardiqn during the 20 months prior to his applicatfon for aid (assuming a —.
September entry).and by his/ agticipated relation t ‘his parents or guardian Ny

~ during the 14 mépths followiag the beginning of thp academic year. Thus,-a
. candidate for a frant for the 1974-75 school year fad to account for the *
period from January 1, 1973 to Degember 31, 1975. : o
d AN R -

There are essentially three latent conséquences phich day result from the
‘regulations. The first, and most obvious,is denial of ‘aid to an indivi-
dual because he failed to meet the oeigeria-to pe classified as an independent
> ... -student. The second effect is the alteration gf the legal status of a student _




- S

which allews him to meet -the criteria. [The third effect is the alterati
of the real status of the student -- ity impact on his relations with his -
family, g -

’ N -
N v

- Consequences of Failure to 1if

In establishing criteria for ind¢pendent $tugent status there is the risk of

either acceptding too many individuals vho should hdve been screened out (false
positives) or rejecting individuals who should have been included (false nega- . )
tives) Q- students (or would-be students) who are either independent by some

social or psychological criteria or students who, while still dependent on e 7
their parents in some spheres, are independent when it comes to financing an

education. ¢ C L ¢
One of the most obvious sources of false negatives is the time provision.
Guidelines are designed to prevent a-student who is leaving home to attend .
school from suddenly declaring himself independent and taking advantage of a ’
program which was not designed for him, Yet there are obvious cases where
this individual is, in fact, independent. A, illustrative case would be one
{n which a woman whose parents do not approve of her entry into postsecondary
- education 1is not allowed to remain, at home and receives no-financial support = .
from her family. Because she lived with hér parents in the past and was. .
supported by them, she: would not be considered independent under z*resent ?

Federal guidelines. \

1u}4rﬁxnxnu»JuQLbecome_esxranggd from his parents over education, a
student may become estranged because -of political decisions or behaviors. . .

At one time going to school instead of volunteering to g0 into the army

caused a great deal of conflict. This poften resulted in parental rqusal to v
assist in educational financing. At times the alienation between parent and of
child is total. Vietnam provided us with many examples of this. While a ) i 1
parent is within his iegal, 1f not moral, rights to refuse to support the - |

student, the Federal regulations will not recognize that student as independent /
of his parents. : ) . : . . .

L - -
. : X 1 . : . B -
The key factor is the timing of the estrangement or separation. . If it occur- 2
red two years. ago it would not be an issue, but if there has been any dependency . .’ 1
in the 20 months preceding entry into college, the student is defined as dépen- .

dentc i .

Certain other situations produce equally *difficult problems. <The most obvious
is the newly married stuydent. Present regulations do not recognize a new v
marriage as a declaration of independence from parents. The assumption is
that pareats still maintain the obligation to pay for postsecondary -educsation
{f the child has been patt of the family in the last 20 months. - If a returning
serviceman stays with his parents for anything over 14 days after his return,
he is classified as dependent. The same is trué of a son or daughter who .

stays vith a sicﬁxplrent‘for 15 days or more. -

.
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‘While only $600 ‘in-financial assistance may be received from parents, there

“eligible. i - ‘ o —— =

Examples of manipulating the regulations, as qhey become known, may have &n

~ appreciated at this time. The current regulations potentially can disenfran- .
| chise a large number of would-be students who. are considered by society to : .

is no limit to the amoimt that may be received from others. Thus, a
relative may provide g:od or clothing (eveh a new car to use) and it would
not make the student Mlependent nor would it be likely to count as part of
his prior year's income in determining the maximum amount for which he is

effect on society similar to the effect produced by-the knowledge that
well-known individuals have failed to pay any taxes. Besides leading to
displeasure and alienation, it also has led the IRS to fear a ‘wholesale rash
of cheating. Financial aid officers are predicting and even experiencing .
a similar rash of cheating. : . :

Sunnagz.

Basically three types of dysfunctions occur as a result of the current guide-
line regulations on qualifying as an independent student. One causes a student
to separate from his family earlier than he otherwise might in order to -
receive aid. The second causes student and parents to engage in dishomest -
or devious behavior in order to qualifys The third denies aid to students who

are functionally independent but definitionally dependent. - . .

The scope of the dysfunctions of the current definitions cannot be fully

be independent of their- parepts (either totally or in the area of educationm).
Begides the basic loss of opportunity for. these individuals and of the loss of
-resources for society, the reality is that all students lose when one segment
of the society is systematically excluded from participating in the educational
process. . .o

By being excluded or by béing forced to be deceptive in order to qualify, the
students and their families become alienated from society and government. of
-course the alienation may not be just between the family unit and soclety. 1t
‘may also produce internal comflicts within the family. This is especially.
true in cases in which the student is told that he 1s dependent and that his
family can afford to send him to college; but. the family dénies both of these .
findings. ) ’ o ‘ -
- /'
To the extent that the student attempts to enter into d/new life style that
will further enhance his future eligibiiity,_the system fostera a form of .
dependency on TPhers that may not be & positive subst tution for the existing,K e
dependence on.the family. It could hardly be said ;?Zt a genuine educational - T
purpose is served by forcing a year of institutional/1living or marriage’to
intervene between secondary and jpostsecondary education. .
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CHAPTER VI: ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS'OF THE INDEFENDENT STUDENT

- ) PR
. <

Using -the data base provided by the Student Resource Survey, 28 alternative
definitions of the independent student were‘developed and tested to determine

their impact on the number and characteristics of students who would be added - .
to the group of- students determined to be independnet under the present Basic oo
Educational Opportunity: Grant definition. This baseline for comparison was

chosen because the BEOG definition seems to be the one used by most of the

state and institutional aid program managers in the administration of funds

under their jurisdiction. This chapter describes the effect of those alter-

natives. * . . .
- * y ‘S‘ )

Modifications of the Present Defit}it:ional Elements .- \
The first set bf alternatives was .developed by ‘ﬁsodifying one or more of the

elements in the present BEOG definition. The following table describes the

eight alternatives and presents the percentage of full-time students who would

be added to (or eliminated from) the group that is presently considered to be

independent.

TABLE 10 : K

Changes in the Independent Student Group:

Alternatives That Modify the Present Definition

(Full-Time Stidents Only)

3 ! \4 * a
. A T K 1
Modification / ’{ 3 . Change ‘ N
I j ) { - ]
: 7 ) ; — S g

- K] ; .

i Disregard the student's p].Zce of residence while in school +2.6% ;
' pisregard tax dependency for he year prior : +3.9 |
; Disregard tax dep¢ndency /for/both years ’ . T 42104 - {
' pisregard the amojmt of pargntal contribution oo . +1.2- : |

parental contribution to $200 -3.3
able parental contribution to .

- $1,000 ' +0.3
able parental contribution to gero| -8.3

- Reduce the maxi alloviab
Increase the amount .of al

-~

. Reduge the amoung of all

| ' pisregard the student's place of residence while in school . o ‘
., and the amount of parental contribution -1 7+43.8.
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ecausk the alternatives which reduced the amount of allowable parental con-

ribution to $200-and zero resulted in"a decrease in the number of students S :
5-would be .considered independent (3.3 percent and 8.3 percent respectively),

they yere not, considered for further analysis. This*judgment was made because

it was considered that policing such stringent levels would be even more dif-

v

"ficult than policing the present $600 contribution. Also it would appear to

~—

be unfair to families because only in cases of severe rupture of the normal
family relationship would parents totally eliminate aay cash or in kind support
of their children. Strict limitations of this nature would cause even Christ-
mas or birthday gifts to eliminate a student from the independent student
group. The alternative, which incredded allowable support to $1,000 was also
eliminated because it had such a sm;;zreffect and 'because the alternative .
which disregarded the amount of paren al contribution resulted in the inclusion
of similar groups of students.

’

The five remaining alternatives in this group included a considerable overlap
in individual students affected, with 63.4 percent of’ the students added
through disregarding residence also being added whery both residence and
parental contribution were disregarded, and 29.5 pércent of those added when
parental contribution was disregarded being added #hen both residence and
contribution were ignored. There was no overlap between these three defini-
tions and those concerning changes-in the year of tax dependency. Naturally, -
all of those who would be added by. ignoring the prior year's dependency 'status
would also be added when both year's dependency was not considered.

These alternatives affect a group of students younger than those included in
the.indepehdent group at present, and they also affect students from different
family income groups. The altermative which would include those students who
live with their, parents or with relatives would affect a group from families
with incomes lower than those in the independent group now. The mean parental
income of those added under this alternative would be $8,626 as compared with
$10,243 for those considered independent at present. The alternatives which,

would ignore the tax dependency status would add students from family ihceme

groups higher than. the present, with the mean parental incomes of those

_added being $12,421 and $12,527 respectivel&. The alternative which ignored

parental contribution would add the group coming from the highest mean family
income, $16,654. The alternative which disregarded both place of residence
and parental contribution would add a group from a slightly lower mean parental
income, $11,208. The table on page 34 summarizes the age and mean parental
income of those added. See Appendix D for the distributions of newly inde-
pendent students on these two variables. ‘ -

1f the amount of actual suppért recetved by students from their parents is a
relevant criterion to their independence, the alternatives which ignore place
of residence and dependency status for tax purposes would appear to add a
group of students who are in fact financially independent. The mean student-

“reported parental contribution from those added through elimination of residence ,

requirements is-only $85; that of those added through elimination of the tax
N 3 ' ' .
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dependency requirements is $112 and.$171 Zéspectively. The alternative which
ignores the amount of parental contributién ignores a considerable amount --
with the mean student-reported contribution of $1,869. The table on the .
following page shows these means. See %ppendix D for a distribution for each.
Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the effect of these alternatives is |
the small percentage of students classified at present as dependent who «would
be affected. Elimination of consideration of the student's place of residence
would add only 2.6 percéent of the indfpendent#group, consideration of 'tax
dependency only in the year for which ai¥\{s received would add 3.9 percent
to the independent group, and 1gnoring the amount of the parental tontribution
would add only 1.2 percent.' Unfortuyately, the latter change would add a ‘
large number of students from high income families and would ignore a substan-
tial amount of real parental help. : )

\

It would seem that the present definition could bg simplified through ,

elimination of consideration of the student's pla f residence fat
present the most difficult to police or verify of any of the require-
ments) and through consideration of only one year's tax dependency
(less information for thewfamily to provide and the administrator to
verify) without adding eithex & substantial number of students to the
independent group or without adding students from high income/high
contribution families. )

//./
- Alternatives which ignore tax dependency completely result in a substantial
increase in the number of independent students and those wbi@h ignore the
amount of parental contribution add students from high income families who #re

in fact receiving substantial amounts of parental support.

/

N




Table 11 " ‘ )

[ ’ / - B ) . k’
Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parenta¥ Contribution .

. . - § N

- . o6f New Independent Students -

-~

. ; o .
Alternatives That Modify the Present Definitioms -

(Full-Time Students Onlv) - T

Y

[}

Characteristics of New Independent Students

. . , , -Mean  Mean Student-
‘ Parental Reported parental .
Alternative Mean Age _ Income Contribution

e -

4

' Disregard student's place of bt

~ residence while in,school 23.2 $ 8,626 $ 8
. Disregard tax dependency : ) ' .
in year prior , ; ' i 21.9 C12,421 ’ 112
.Disregard tax dependermcy ; :
_ in both years P24 12,527 . _ 171
Disregard amount of student-' i B : = ‘
T ;epor;ed parental comtribution : 23.1 ' 16,654 4 . 1,869 X
Disregard dgth student's place : . . . '
. of residence and amount of 22.9 11,208 , - 828 i

parental contribution
= . [ I H v . - ! I .

AN ) ! A
Present Definition e 26.2“5
. ' K

+
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" Alternatives Based on Personal’Characteribticsvof’§§pdents “ . .
' T . pa b 4 R ] - o

"One criticism of the present definition ig-that in order to evaluate fhe,depgn-

dency or independency of the candidate the program administrator is required tq -

inquire deeply Tnto matters of parental fi nce which, if the studert is truly
- independept, may be offensive to both the gandidate and the parent. To inves-

tigate the implications of use. of. "'rgmote pXoxy measures" (personal character-

‘istics of the candidate that awé related to p obability of independency) which

could be evaluated without 55;3 kind of intrusion, a second set of alternatives

ge

:was constructed. The table the following page describes these alternatives
and shows the -percentage’of #tudents who would be added to the independent group

under each. ) >
/ ' ' > ¢
’ . . . ) oA
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‘ : Changes in the Indepeadeant Student Group: - S e,
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llté?ﬁatlv;slBaSed on Personal Characteristics of,Students"
- . . . / . -
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. e
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, (Full-Time Students Only) -

N
. -
1 . .
- . .

i ) —_— v i
4 Declare as Independent All Students Who Are: - |} Change
— L ® ‘ q : .
! - .  — T
. 21 or over . S b +35, 4%
, 22 or over +17.3 -

| 25 or over ‘v g o o+ 4.1

i Married, separated, divorced, or widowed ( [ +5.6

| Parents of dependent children s o+ 2.4

JQ Veterans ' T .+ 5.3 .
=~ Receiving welfares— SR A S L I

_those added through the alternative of { )
included in the alternative which made independ-

5

Because the alt2rndtives which declared as independent : those-21 or over
nt e3ses in the percent of

and 22 or over resulted in such substa
independent students, they were not subjected to further analysis. All of
declaring as independent thosp with

depeﬁdent children were also
ent all those who aré or have been married and for that reason was not further

anatyzed. The percent chang those who were rgceiving welfare was
so small, and since by legal definition and investigation by other public
agencies these students are in fact not dependent om any one- else for their

support, no further analysis was. made of them. .

" One other set of personal characteristics which would logically appear
to make a student independent but which could not bt tested froh the SRS

_data base relates to orphans and wards of the state or court. Few would

-* .7 quarrel that a student who had no access to, parents eithér through their

death or through a court action which legally separated' the studenf from
{ the parent should be considered as independent of the parents.
H A N . 'Y . . - - -

criterion {25 or over), 51.7 percent,

Of the studenté'who are added on the age
-~would also be added on.the maripal status criterion and 47.2 percent on the

“yeterans criterion’. Of the vetefans, 23.9 petcent would also be covered on
the marital status ;criterion.- Older students, logically, are more likely to
be married and/or to be veterans if male,: The mean age of those added on the
basis that they are or hdve been married is 25.9 = \ added because

they are veterans are .slightly younger, with a mean age of 24.2 years.

, ) B4 -

x
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come_from families with incomes that average $11,168, married students from
families with a mean itcome-of: $13,248, 'and veterans

N

S e e e T S ‘ :
v Students added to the independent group under these alternatives’ come from
Familiée with incomes s1ightly higher than t

25 years of age' who -would-be—added

to be indepéndent. Full-time students over

from families with average

incomes of $12,760. The mean family -income for independent studepts at present
is $10,243._ Those over 25 years of age reported a mean parental contribution -

of $568 as compared with $964 for all dependent students. Married students

reported an average parental contribution of $676, while veterans reported,

" $677. More than half of those over 25 reported no parental contribution at all

(51.8 percent), more than four of ten married® students (43.8 percent) reported

hose students considered at present

[

none, and jlust under four of ten veterans (39.0 percent) reported receiving no

support .frdm their parents. The table below summarizes the age,

and_parental contribution of the students
natives, with the full distributions presented in Appendix D.

TABLE 13

/
¢

LT Alternatives Based on Pegsonal CharacteriStiﬁs of Students:

Mean Age, Parental Income, arid Parental Contribution of New

Ipdepe;dent Studenis'(Full—Time,Students:Only).- ‘
* . Ay_» -« > 1 .

'
» . Y ’

parental income,
who would .be added under these alter- .

Characteristics of New Independent Students,
. 1o ‘' Mean Parental -Mean Student-Reborfqd.
; Alternative ' Mean Age Income’ Patrental Contribution
. , . - i ¢ ’ .
Over 25 Years of Age 30.7 . $11,168 5568 ’
Married, Separated, ! . ’ . » '
) Divorced, or Widowed 25.9 . ~13,248 676-
Veterans - 242 - 12,760 677 ‘
| Present Definitfon | 26.2 10,243 ° C32 . j

. hd .
-

The students who would be added .to the independent group’ through the use of
these repote proxy measures are similar ta those who are included ‘Umder the
present definitions except for the difference in mean parental contribution.
The percentage:of students in these groups who for one reason or -another do

not meet the present definitional requirement is small. . . e

A . ’ ’ .
. .,




‘ . An alteration of the present BEOG definition that would automatically
' include students with these specifically identifiable characteristics ’ .
. (welfgge recipients, orphans, wards of the’court/state, those over 25 : :
yéérs af age, those who are of*bévq been ‘married, and veterans) would
, not appear tof;eéalt‘i&feither 4 large increase in the proportion of
. independent students or in a grodp very much different fxom those con-
n sidered’ independent at present. Such an expanded definition might
“+. - ‘reduce the unnecessary intrusion into personal family financial matters
for. a group of students to whom it may be the most objectionable and , .
for whom it is difficult to verify. g .

- 3

' Alternatives Bdsed on Parental Contribution

.As'noted earlier, .the pragmatic definition of an independent student is one
-+ ' who does not receive support, from parents or guardian. - In some instances,
- lack of parental contribution steps from unwillingness, in others it stems
from lack of ability7 Regardless. of the reason, the student who is not
receiving any support from his parents or guardian must find the money to
become independent if he is to survive in a postsecondary institution. -
Three alternatives were developed and examined. The following table des-
cribes them and the percent of full-time students added to the independent
group under each. ‘ ! S : s
. . . TABLE 14 / /
. Changes in the Independent Student Group: °* /
LN - - - . e

Alternat;ves Based on Parental Contribution Measures .
'

. ‘(Full-T:Lx;xe ‘S tudénts Wilty)

,‘. 5 . . _l .
- ' Me'asure” . //;hange
'a' . ' »
Student-Reported Parental dontribution of Zero '%/ +21.9%
College Scholarship Service Computed Parental
: Contribution (Current ules) of Zero +30.1 '
1 Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Computed . T | ,
Parental Contributiom (Current Rules) of Zero +13.2
-All three of -these alternatives bring into the indépendent,;tudqnt group* indi- , ¢
viduals who are considerably younger than those included at present. The mean ot
age of the new independent students using student-reported zero parental ' . '

contribgﬁions is.22.0 years; using CSS-calculated, 21.0 years; and using BEOG-
calculated, 214 years.' The student-reported parental income, -however, varies
greatly under the three alternatives. The BEOG calculation would bring into . -~

* . R ~
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independent student status a group from families with a meén

the CSS calculation would add students from fam

]

income of $2,398;
ilies with a mean income of

$6,294, and student-reported information would bring in students from families

with a mean income of $11,170.

t

Naturally, the mean student-reported parental contribution under the alterna-

tive using -student-reported information is zero

. Students who would be declared

independent because the 'CSS system calculated that they should expect no con-

tribution from their parents report that they a
average of $574 (only 27.5 percent of those who
no parental contribution actually report none)

under the BEOG system report an average parenta
30.8 percent reporting that they/actually recei

The f611ow1ng table summarizes the age, parenta
bution means of the students whd would be added
distributions of ‘these characteristics for jthe
dents under these alternatives.

»

* TABLE 15,

re at present receiving an
would be calculated to receive
and those declared independent
1 contribution of $683 (with

ve none). '

1 income, and parental contri-

. Appeghix D shows the detailed
newly independent full-time stu-

-

Alternatives Based on Parental Contribution:
Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution

¥ S

+  of New Independent Students (Full-Time Students Only)
r : ' |

Characteristics’ of New Independent Students ‘| i
. , Mean Parental Mean Student-Reported
Alternative Mean Age ’ Incoﬁg - Parental Contxibution
“ i é i ,
"Student=~reported . o . - |
zero parental s s I . ;
contribution | 22.0 $11,170 . Q\\l : ~
CSS-Calculated /
zero parental X ' —
contribution . 21.0 - 6,284 M 574
BEOG-Calculated ’ T . //x
zero parental - . ‘/}
contribution 21.4 2,398 . 683
! Present Definition 26.2 /' 10,243 ;;T?ﬁ

I




Use of one of these alternatives would require solving some rather interest-
ing problems. The student-reported parental contribution of zero brings into
eligibility the group with the largest mean parental income. The BEOG parental
gontribution of zero brings into eligibility students from the lowest income
groups but with the laggest actual parental contribution. The CSS computation
'hitqﬁa group in the middle. Logic would suggest thiat none can be completely ,
accurate measures of both parental ability and parental willingness. Further-
more, these alternatives would still require some measurement (even if report
of student) of parental contribution. /1f student report were used the problems-.
of verification and enforcement inherent in the present definition might be B
magnified and parents might -be encouraged to discontinue contributions they
might otherwise have made ih .order to qualify their children as independent.
(This must be evaluatéd in light of the caution about program eligibility and
award determination at. the end of this chaptet.) Use of either the CSS- or
BEOG~calculated zero contribution would reduire the collection of parental
. income and asset information in order, to make the calculation, The deed to
4 collect this kind of confidential parental information is one of the major.
problems facing administrators who deal with students who wish to demonstrate
their independence. These alternatives would compound that problem.
L - v

Alternatives Based on Educational Characteristics of the Students

.
n

Six alternatives related o measureable educational characteristics of students
were investigated. Two involved declaring as independent all students in the
upper division (juniors and seniors) or all students in their final year of
S undergraduate educatjon (seniors). The logic for these alternativesiwas that
_as the student progresses through his postsecondary education there tomes™@ - e
. point where maturation, both chronological and intellectual, would naturally
F caus®, a separation from the parents. The remaining four alternatives dealt
with those students who might be considered "montraditional" in that they were .
! older than their peers. It was assumed that individuals who had engaged in
some activity other than education on a full-time basis for some period after
com| Jetion’of high schopl might be considered to have established themselves
, as findependent mémbers of the commynity and therefare would be a group reason-
I

ably and logically corisidered independent of their parents. #hie asure of - s
"delayed entry" wab calculated through a combination of age dnd academic rank, N\

. as shown in Table 16. The numbers given under !'class level"/ indicate the I
measure of delayed entry assigned to the comyiﬂition of age and class lével./

e




: TABLE 16

Calculation of Measure of Delayed Entry

Class Level
" Fresliman Sophomore Junior

or under

to 2&
to 29 '
or above

These measures brought into eligibility as independent students the percen-
tages of full-time students shown in Table 17. -

A}

—

. TABLE 17

. N
. Changes in the Independent Student Group:

Alternatives Based on Educational Characteristics of Students
(Full-Time Students Only) . }

g

\,
Declare as Independent All Stﬂeenéa Who Are: // Change
\\ H

1)

‘ g /
In the Upper Division - +33.6%°
In Their Final Year . +15.2
Delayed Entry of 1 or +58.1 "
Delayed Entry of 2 or +13.8
Delayed Entxy of 3 or ' + 6.7
Delayed Entry of 4 or ! - + 4.8

8 .
) »

~

Only éhree of these alternati
declaring’ as independent all
‘of 3 or more, and all those w

e s e gy =+
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"Inclusfon of all sepiors ir<he independent student group would add a group
of students yowmger, than those included at present, with a mean age of 23.0
as compared with 26.2 year§: and a group with parental incomes considerably |
higher than that of the pregent independent group, with an average of $15,05
as compared with $10,243. The new independent students would receive a° .
signifiéant amount of support froi their parents —- the average reported to!
be $1,024 and only 19.2 percent reporting that they receive none. ' f
« Pad
Stadents added through the measures of delayed entry have characteristics !
more like those of the present independent group. The mead age of those with
delayed entry of three or more is 27.5 years, for those with delayed entrx!of
four or more it is 29.6 years. Students~ith detayed entry of three or moze
come from families with a mean income of $11,098; those who delayed four years
or more come from families with a mean income of $10,973. The amount of
parental contributién that they report is .also low, with an average of. $530
for those who delayed threesyears or more and §522 for those who delayed four
years or more. Table 18 presents a comparison of. the mean age, parental income,
and parental contribution for-students who would/ be added under these three
measures. Detailed distributions of theit ages, incomes, and contributions
from parents are given in Appendix D. ‘

..

. TABLE 18 .

Alternatives Based on EducatidRal Chﬁ;acferisgics of Students:

 Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution

of New Indqpendeﬁ%:Students.(Fdll-Time Students Only)

14

Characteristics of New Independent Students

‘ Mean Parental Nean Student-Reborted

Ainefp;tive . Mean Age Income Parental Contribution
{ .
All Seniors 23.0 - $15,050 $1,024

.

Delayed Entry 3’ - . - N . )
. or more , T . 27.5 Q? ‘ 11,098 . 530
\

De;ayéd Entry 4 i c
r 10:e 10,973

Present Definition

A




fse of a definition based on class level would result in the inclusion of <
, & substantial group of students who are fat present considered dens;dent on -

théirdgfrenis and who have characteristics quite different ‘from thvse who
.are noW independent. Use of measuremen of delayed entry of a student )
would not result in a substantial increpse in students declared independent.
Further, those added would appear to hape characteristics similar to those
considered to be independent at present| . - ’

The measure of delayed entry calculated| here may not be as sensitive a meas-
ure of a "nontraditional student” as colild be devised. Certainly factors
other than the relationship of age to c;ass level would need to be included
to adequately define students who have pursued some other activity following
high school and~could be considered established members of the community in
their own right. However, because it Ys necessary to have a measure of the
"nontradiz‘pnal-studené" that can be quantified into a numeral rating scale
this limited inquiry appears to have some promise as an alterpative defini-
tion of the independent student population.

4
Alternatives Based on the Employment and Income of the Student
On the assumption that a student who has been working a substantial number of
hours to support himself or who has a substantial personal income in relation-
ship to that -of his parents could make a valid claim to being independent,

analyses were made of the characteristics of students who reported wotking 21 . |

or more hours and 31 or more hours on term-time jobs and of those whose
personal incomes -were as much as 1/2 or 1/3 that of their parents.

The first two alternatives added only a small peércentage to the group of
full-tjime students consideréd independent umnder the present alternatives
(8.7 percent and 2.7 percent respectively). This result is not surprising in

 ,iew of the gifficulty students have in working many hours while carrying a

o~

--

full-time course load. The students included under these alternatives were
younger than the present group, averaging 21.7 and 23.3 years compared with
26.2 years for. the present group. They come from families with higher mean
incomes, $13,529 and $13,167 respectively, as compared with $10,243 for the
group now. ey reported relatively small parental contributions - $506 and
§494 rtespectively. Fairly large percentages, 35.2 and 44.7 respectively, -
reported rec¢iving no contributions from their parents. It iEtimpossible to
tell whether; this was because they did not need any help because of their own-
* earnings, whether -their parents refused to help, or whether they were in fact
independent of their parents. Appendix D provides the.distributions of age,
parental income, and parental. contribution for students under these two cate- -

gbl'ies . . \ - '

“The latter two alternatives in this group, which relate the determination of
student independence to the rqlationship between student agd arent income
would result in adding somewhat larger percentages to the pendent student
group. Use of a definition which would add to the presently ndependent group

— ——
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thpse students whose personal income was at least ‘50 percent that of their
parents would increase the percentage of independent students by’ 7.9 percent;
a definition .that included those with personal incomes at least 33 percent
that of their parents would result in an increase:of 15.8 percent. The mean
parental income of those who would:be added under the 50 percent rule would
“e only $4,011, with nearly half (49.1 percent) coming from families with
parental incomes of less than $3,000 and more than three quartets (78.2
percent) from families with incomes of less than $6,000.% Use of the 33 per-
cent rule would bring in students with a mean parental income of $5,107, with
35 percent from families below $3,000 and 66 percent from families with
incomes cf less than $6,000. . s

M .

#hile these two definitions appear to have some Ettract#veness in terms.of
the students included, it should be remembered that their use would require
an investigation of the parental income -- an intrusion into the family

. relationships which is found objectionable ‘? many at the present time. Fur-
ther, the higher incomgs of these independent students would. likely make them
ineligible for BEOG under the present regulations (see the caution on program

eligibility and award determination at the end of this chapter) . J .

N M
The following table shows the distribution of the neéw independent students by
parental income intervals under each of these two alternativesi

o .
‘ ‘ % TABLE 19 ., s //j
\ c )

Distribution of New Independent Stu&ents

Ve

Alternatives Relating Sgydeet.lncome to. Parental Income ) o ‘///e
) Full-Time Students Only 2
o o,
. ‘ 3 Those Becomimig~Ilndependent Because .
, . ! ., Personal Income is at Least <
i parental Income 507 Parental 337 Parental
! .
| Under $3,000 49.1% T 34.82
s 3,000 - § 5,999 28..:8 ' R 9% )
$ 6,000 -.$ 8,999 13.7 . 18 ‘
$ 9,000 - $11,999 | s I
" 12,000 - $14,999 3.3 . 82 '
| $15,000 and Above | - - \ 12 .
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Alternatives Based on .Combinations of Characggrisg{:;
)

Three alternatives based on ‘combinations of some of the personal ané educa-

tional characteristics of the stjudents were investigated to discover the

effects of individual items which appear .to be both reasonable and equitable.
' /

These were: - ) . /’/
L]

Co-bination 1. All student$ whe «re ~eterans and/or are receiving
welfare bepelits ard/.r arc 25 years of age or older.
]

combination 2. The ibcve corvbinatien plus all students noi‘included
who are or ..a.c heen married. . -

Combination 3. 1he twc coutbluations above plus all students not
—_ included who heve a-delayed entry of 4 or more.
Combination 1 increased the indep ndent student group by 11.1 percent, combin-
ation 2 increased it by an additions«l 3.9 percent, and combination ‘3 -added only
an additional 0.4 percent. The total ih;{ease to the independent student group
by the third combination was i5.4 percent.

The first combination brought into the independent student group individuals
whose average age; 26.0 years, was nearly the game as that of the present
group. The second and third combination brought in some younger sStudentS,.
with the mean age of those added under each of the second and third combin-
ations being 24.7 years. The mean family incz:e‘of_the students included
. under all three combinations was about the same -= $12,370 for the first, - -

$12, 979 for the second, and $12,885 for the third as tompared with $10,243
for the present independent stident group. : . ‘

, There was also little variation in the mean student-reported parental con-
tribution under the three combinations of alternatives, with the first bring-
ing in students with a reported parental contribution of $692, the second $712,
and the third S707.%ﬂﬁ1f5wirig table shows the mean age, parental- income)
and parental contributions: for these three altetnativeicombinq;ions. Appendix
D provides the full distribution of these characteristics for the students

added. ‘ .

s




TABLE 20
Alternatives Based on Combinations of Characteristics:
Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution of New

Independent Students (Full-Time Students Only)

—
Characteristics of New Independent Students

Mean Parental Mean Student-Reporte
Alternative Mean Age Income Parental €ontributis

Combination 1 26.0 512,370 5692 /.
Combination 2 24,7 12,979 712/

/

Combination 3 24.7 12,885 . *707

Present Definition 26.2 10,243 32

L V. -

A Note of Caution about Program Eligibility and Award Determination
A

In the preceding materials discussing alternatives, the BEOG definition was
used as the benchmark against which the effects of other definitions could be
measured. This was done because the BEOG definition appears to be the most
commonly used definition at present. The alternatives can thus be seen in
the context of what would change in comparison witly what is happening now. -

The discﬁssidns ignore any im licati%ns the alternatiive définifions may have |
with regard to program eligibility or award determination' under any present
financial aid programs for which the definitions might be used. §f any of the

alternatives were to be implemented they would need to be tested 3gainst those
factors. Under the present BEOG system of eligibility and award determination,
for example, a student coming from a low income -family who had earned a signi-
ficant amount from employment during the previous year would likely be "disad-
vantaged" by being declared independent because of the way his personal income
would be treated in determining his eligibility. There may be other elements
of Federal, state, and institutional program eligibility and award determina- ..
tion procedures that would act as incentives or .disincentives to the-independent
student which should be considered before changes are made in the definitions
without concommitant changes in eligibility and award procedures.

\
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CHAPTER VII: SOME POSSIBLE LATENT DYSFUNCTIONS OF ALTERNAIIVE
- INDEPENDENCE DEFINITIONS

»

.

~
&

The alterpative definitions discussed in Chapter VI are~designed to deal with
two *problems in the present definition: the eligibility of individuals who
ought not to be eligible ‘and the exclusion of individuals who should be -
eligible. Any one of the alternhtives accomplish this more successfully than
the status quo. Similarly, any,one of them might have more or less dysfuan
tional impacts on the four spheres discussed earlier -- the student, the
family, the school, and the society. )
In this chapter each alternative will be reviewed and speculation regarding
possible latent dysfunctions will be presented. The questions to be discussed
are these:
' 4
1., Will the proposed change result in fewer individuals who are
considered to be independent by ®ther social or psychological
ariteria being disqualified than does the status quo?

Will the proposed change alter the number or proportion of
individuals who now appropriately receive grants as dependents?
What possible latent dysfunctions might the proposed change have
in the four spheres -- the student, the school, the family, and
the society? . . . ., .
How do those. latent dyséunctlons compare to those in the status
quo? Are any of the e 1stzng dysfunctions of the status quo
eliminated by the change in criteria? Do the alternative regq, /,
letions look 1ike an improvement? , ' )
. )
Alternatives Which Ignore the Student's Place of Residence
. [ 8
Elimination of this provision will certainly eliminate the inequixies produced
by disqualifying obviously independent individuals whose only fault was over-
" staying the l4-day limit. Since many of these situations grow out of extreme
hardship (on the part of either the student or the.parent) or out of temporary
or emergency situations (such as relocation or vacations), they are inequities
which should be eliminated. (A nagging suspicion exists that at present many
of these cases are being taken care of by fraudulently -certifying that they
. did ndt occur.) ) 5

Y '

.number of‘individuals who will qualify under this change who would not
otherwise qualify will probably be small because of~the retention of the
arent contribution limit. \
. ¢ v ' , L]
If this criterign were eliminated and the parental contribution figure altered,
the possibility of false positives resulting is-greater. A‘question such as,
"Wete you or your parents primarily responsible for the cost of your housing

L
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during the f%ér prior’or either tﬁét year or the first school year?" might be
asked. It mightﬁ‘so help to eliminate from ‘con$i<ieratior'1 the place of resid-

ence during the or year aqr even prior to “ ‘into school. -

.
. .

_It is conceivable that ‘the aliérnative'might provide an incentive for comnuting
to a school close to the parents' home and thus limiting selectivity. If the
change were accompanied by a‘'rggulation that in-kind contributions of housing

. by the parent did not have to be reported it would produce an economic incentive

Y

to live with one's parents.

. ’ . ~

The dysfunctions mentioned above are minor, bute the dysfunctions of the status”
quo that-would be eliminated are considerable. The change would provide- an

educational opportunity for some who are now denied it; would probably elimin-
ate any lying which occurs in order to qualify accordingeto the stated regula-
tions;, and family alienation would be reduced because there would pefsumably be

less hostility toward the school system and the society that produced the rules

‘ . . ®
Alternatives Which Ignore Tax Dependency '

i & }

v v ’ ’ (
The sole virtue of the intome tax criterion is that it allows for the appear-
ance of enforceability and external verification. This is dubious since it
is clear that not every parent of am independent student gives his consent for
a review of his:tax forms. .

> : ~
\

On the surface the use of tax dependency‘appéafs to have vaiidity, but much of

_° ' the validity is vitiated by other variables. IRS regulations allow a parent to

.-claim a chiNd only if he contributed more than® 50 percent of the child's.
expenses in the year in question. Certainly any student whose pareénts are
roviding over 50 percent of his support has a questionable claim to ‘independ-
ence. On other hand, any student whose parents are spending less. than $600
to provide percent support is probably eligible as an independent student.

. the parent § spending more than 3600, the student is ineligible to claim
independentfstatus, whether claimed as a deduction or not. '

- * ¢ 7

The eliminagion of the tax dependerrcy item for the year prior to entry to
school would eliminate false megatives for thase students who were dependent
dyring part or all of the priot year, but are now clearly independent. A
_similar case could be mad® for individuals who were dependent for some or all
of the pgne months prior to entry into school. . .
It is possible that for the short run (and especially for the working class),
thes elimination of the tax dependency questioﬁ might increase the number of '
+ tndependent students from working class familiee who did not plan ghead and
tpok a tax advantage in the prior year. The increase, however, would be
primarily those individuals who are probably most likely to almost qualify as
dependents in a family eligible for “BEOG support. ’ )

. . e Y
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An obvious dysfunction of the plan would be that it would allow ‘the parents
to continue claiming the child as a dependent for tax purposes and thus cost . ,
..the government basic revenue funds. This situation is greatly minimized by )
- the presence of the®$600 limit.on parental contribution. As long as this - -
limit remains it is unlikely that any parent would be able to claim more,
than two additional years of tax saving -- the year prior to ‘entry and the
first year of school. After this time the BEOG of $1,400 would be ample
evidence of ineligibility to declare the student as dependent, since their
. maximum $600 contribution wguld not constitute 50 percent of the student's
support, '

To the extent that the government is actually willing to audit all parents'
tax records without their conseént (to determine whether or not they claimed
_the student in any given year), this change reduces the enforceability of
the program's criteria., But this is an unlikely course of action for the
government to take. It is unreasonable to require the independent student
to furnish his parents' tax records, nor can the student reasonably be held
tesponsible for the actions of his parents which he may claim were takén-
without his knowledge or consent. (Nor can we hold the parent responsible
for.the student's claim that his parent did not use him as a deduction.)

It appears that the elimination of the tax dependency question would hawe
. only slighttdysfunctions and some positive values. This, of course, depends
on the relationship of the number of stuydents who would qualify under the
- - change compared to- the possible amount of;lost tax revenue. It should be. N
noted that not only would those who are now,ineligible benefit, but also
those who would have foregone the tax deduction .in the past. .

2

Alternatives-Which Alter the Regulations on' Parental Contributions

To the extent.that the change is applied only to the prior year or to the

period prior to entry into school, it has the gdvantage of making eligible

for assistance individuals who became independent only recently. It would

also assist individuals who are basically independent but who received

special help from their.ﬁérents during an unusual emergency or special period .

of their life. I .

Increasing the upper limit to $1,000 or totally eliminating the criterion '
certainly increases the number of students who could achieve independent
status, even though they are, in fact, dependent on their parents. The exact

Y

number of such 8 ts is %aknown, but most likely it is significant. How-

»

ever, if the residence requirement were not altered or altered only slightly,
the number of students’ would probably remain sgpall. '
. i N
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An increasg or elimination of the upper limit of parental coﬁtributioﬁ‘fbr‘.
the period-when the student is in Bchool might have the effect of keeping
. in postsecondary education students who cennot get sufficient support from
_BEOG-and other student aid programs. It would also assist.students who, in
any one year, are unable to receive financial aid, not because of{ineligi-
bility, but because of imsufficient Federal funds. Special parental gifts,
to'allow them to stay in school, could he made without risking eligibility
foF BLOC “or the next two years. :

3

. 3
A ~ignt'fi-ant dysfunction oc urs if this chanée is combined with those
di-cussed above, either singly o' together, In each of the above cases it
wis mentined that the elimination of a criterion was relatively safe as
long as the provision for a check on parental contribution remdined. If the
check on parental contribution were eliminated it would jeopardize the safety .
of the other changes. On the other hand, raising the limit to $1,000 would
_have less, ard limiting the change to the prior year would have still less.
1
—Besides assisting more students to qualify,‘thé change in the criteria relieves
pressure on the postsecondary institution (especially a higher.cost university).
To the extent that parents are allowed to maké up additional-costs for the
students, the pressure on financial aid offices to package an award that
excludes parental contributions is reduced by the additfonal amount the par-
ents are able and willimgto pay. At expensive colleggé this may amount to.
a significant amount. The amount must then be comparea‘yi;h the cost to the

government of making these additional awards..
. . . - }

Total elimination of limits on parental support would probably significantly
increase ‘false. positives, but could also eliminate ‘some false negatives. The
$3,000 limit would probably produce greaterc?é:urns. Note, however, that this .
all presumes enforcement of in-kind parental contribution counting. ' ]

Alternatives Which Reduce Allowable Parental Contributions

J .
Such changes would not increase the number of eligible students. The most
likely effect would be .to increase the number of false negatives, at least
to the extent that-students are at present admitting to receiving parental
contributions in excess of $200. It is unlikely that the number of false
positives will be reduced by this mechanism. Students who now get araund the
$600 limit through evasion or avoidancé, will, in the future, do.the same for
the 5200 limit. Of course rigid enforcement of the in-kind provision would -,
probably involve the elimination of most false positives since a short visit
with the parents would easily go past the $200 limit. But aid officers, will
most likely avoid a rigid enforcement of the in;giﬁd provision. b

-
-,

To the extent that in-kind provisjions are enforzza? the elimination of any_ — ~ .
. parental support allowable would prodyce a near total forced alienation of- .
the parents from their children. And yet the removal-of the in-kind provi- .~
sion to deal with this would very quickly defeat the purpose’ of sthe reduction .
- (since parents could then make direct tuition payments, rent payments or car - . S
payments, for example). ) ‘ & » '

”

e e e e e = PO - e - - PR 3




- -50-

Reduction of the parental contribution would also have the effect of elimin—
ating this amount from the money that financial aid offices can use in the |
production of a total package. This would further intrease the amount of '
' pressure already on financial aid offices and probably significantly redistri-
bute the aid available in a‘way that would eliminate aid totally from some
students. Alternately, it would require a large increase in funding with
marginal justification. It would appear that the dysfunctions of this ‘change
outweigh. the possible benefits.

- - -
~

Alternatives Which Qualify&Students Who Reach a Certain ég_
-4
Normally a student graduates frod high school between the ages of l7 and 18
A swsudent who_does not go directly from high school to college has many alter-

education, he is generally either employed or away from home. In some instances
_the student gets a Job specifically to pay for his future education. Categori-
Ycal inclusion of all individuals over a specific age would reduce to a-large
extent individuals Wwho are socially considered to be.independent, but who )
fail to qualify under presént Federal regulations. °This uoq}d be gspecially L
true for students who have only recently left their parents' home or,support

It would also assist those taking more than four years to get,through school."

Blanket inclusion of all persons over a specific age would have the potential
increasing the number of false negatives, depending on age. If it is
“assumed that most students start school at 18, then they probably woull be
d " seniors at age 21. This provision«would mean that all students, at some time
. in ‘their college careers and Tegardless of social or economic realities, would
bechnsidered independent.

As the age limit is raised there would be fewer false positives. Raising it
< to 22 would eliminate most students who entered college immediately af ter
high school and greatly reduce the false positive rate.
By age 25, vety few false positives would be created Even if this is the
last year of the student' 8, eligibiIity, it still implies that there were at
! 1east four years between high school and college or eight years spent. in
college. Most would comsider this ample time to have establishgd independence.
"« Very few 25 year olds are realistically dependerit on their par?gts -

Aufomatic eligibility ‘for all those over a "certain age would require more
defimitive fequests for informatien about amounts of assistance received
from parents. Present BEOG applications ask for "Other [income] . . . that.
* was not subject to Federal Income Tax." The examples given do not include
gifts in general or assistance from. parents. Furthermore, inclusion of‘this .
modification of the instructions is totally' unenforceable and easily ignored, #
and it would be a prime area in which cheating probably would occur. At age =
21, this would be a serious problem. At age 25 or older, the preblem would‘bé

greatly reduced. . ‘ T Q.

natives. But unless he or she is enrolled in a trade school or other form of .

o>

¥

i




- Sl - ( ' ’ . . ’ ' .:9 -

Another dysfunction of this change, of céurse -would beé that it encourages
students_to delay entry into college. The: oldEr the 1limit suggested the
greater. the delay encouraged More will be said about this later.

4 . ‘ . o
. "

"The comparative advantage of automatic eligibility increases as the age goes .
higher, with the possible exception of ages 22 through 24. Age 21 seems defin-,
itely disadvantageous because of the number of false positives that would be ) \
generated. On the other hand, #t would/ appear that many of the stories about, ’ l
independent individuais ‘who are, for some reason, denied independent status, e . .

. relate- to those who are over 25 or 30. Automatic inclusion of those over 30 . . '
might well eliminate some of the most bizarre inequities while, at the same
time, generating very few additional false. positives.

Alternatives Which Include:All Students Who Are or Have Begn.Married T

’-Married individuéls, whetBer students or not, are generally-considered to be
tndépendent of their parents by society and by themselves. THere are indivi-
duals who are married who do rnot qualify as independent -- qualifying them
would® reduce the number of false negatives and improve the fact validity of.
the program (especially in the case of recent marriages). .

[+ L

. ot

DeSpite ‘their recognition as independent, a married .student. frequently receives

financial assistance from his parents, sometimes up to or including complete
. support of educational expenses.. This is especially true in the middle and

upper classes, _It would be hecessary to collect information on parental con-

tributions‘ but' thig may be' doomed to failure. It is @ably true that some . .
- additional false positives will occur with this provision. : ’

- »

- There is the possibility, however, that some individuals could qualify for

aid based on their.parents' income and assets, but not based on their own or .

their spouse's, Requiring that a married student 'be classified as independent

would prevent this possible abuse. Short of. this, a listing of a spouse 'g?d - -
savings and assets should be required of dependent Students. : 2 -

. )
P B
' . .; R . R
.

Tﬂere is a possible fnegative incentive for early marriaée.génerated by the . :
suggested criterion. Whether or not it would occur is impossihle to, predict. o .
If no additional palicing of “income from parental gifts. ﬂs obtained ‘it is .
probable that some additional strain on soarce financial Jedources in the 4
university would ogcur. The regulation could conceiyably be interpreted in
such a way as to allow the parents of one spouse to-pay for ducation and e
, provide housing and food in their home while the student receives BEOG‘for .o
recreation’ and‘incidentals. ,
It is questionable whether the status quo or' the proposed change produces
more dysfunctions. The calculations already provide considerable incentive
for students to get married in order to receive money they would not other-
wise qualify for, In cases where-parents could ¢tontribute under this pro-
vision without it being cothed; it is probably happening already. If the. . .
- wife's parents paid for the husband's education while the husband s parents . .
paid for the wife's education, neither would be receiving money from their - s
parents and would rémain "indbpendant" under existing guidelines.

) Q L S . D _ L o . ' .
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The main.dist{ﬁetions between,the status quo and the suggested change are
the €olldwing: First, tHe benefits of marriage are implicit under the status
quo, they become manifest and more of an’incentive under thé change. Second,
the 'status quo alfows for gertain false positives to .occur by allowing married
* people to declare themselves independent when-they clearly are not, the change ,
‘prevents this from-occuring. ..Finally, regulations might ndt qualify a
.xrecently married individuai as*independent, but the suggested change would.
This has' the effect.of allowing some additiorial .false positives,. but of elim-

* inating .gome.false negatives. ’ ~ A N

" Alterdatives Which-Include~All Students With Dependent Children, Regardless

of Marital Status . cer ST .
. . A .

© . D
LT . * .

The change}discﬂsSed~in the pre&fous section alternative is intended to define
_family units as independents There are* family units composed of a parent and -
a dependent’ child in which' there never has been & marriage. ' D
Cleayly the majority of the‘unwed.motﬁers (and fathers, where they exist) are
dogsidered by soclety to be independent. Many are unlikely to have access to
pdrental support for- education. Parental agssistance may terminate at oQncep-
tion (or the patent's awarepess of conception), ‘but eligibility for aid may . ,
not begin until some time later. Fot a student in school, this would likely
ledd to.discontinuity of studies? ~ . T i

I3

Automatic elfgibility would greatij.reduce this problem.
** There is a po bility that some false positives would be generated by this ’
change betause there might be some individuals who would otherw®se receive
parental assistance in spite of having a child. The fumber is:probably quite
. small, By aiding & woman who might otherwise have to drop out of s’chool to
complete her education, more‘than‘just an educational end is served. The . v
college-educated woman will stand a better chance of obtaining reasonable
etiployment allowing her to, maintain her child and herself and therefore avoid-

ing the need for further public afjistance.

This criteria seems to affect a very -few individuals who are not already
eligible for assistance. Most of those affected are those society considers
to be independent of their parents in terms of meaningful financial assistance.
The added social benefit of allowing a continuation pf the educational process
should make the criterion an easy ome to*adopp because of.the savings to
socity. , . LT S

- L]

. é}ternatives Which Intlude All Students Who Are‘VeEerans

. - -4

I1f 4anh individual is a veteran-who has just returned from service he may lose
his eligibility because he spepds teo much time.with his parents. It could
also happén if a veteran spent a leave with his parents the year prior to

‘ gtarting schoog.‘ In either instance, he would lose eligibility because of

.residency. | Coe . ' - .
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On the other handj)a veteran who 1is relatively self-supporting in his junior
or senlor yea 1 find that he fails to quaiify under one of the criteria
.for some reason. Whether these.are; false reasons, is really inconsequential
. to his veterans status: ‘It is ngt-likgly“that any reduction in false negatives

would occur. . . v

Theoretically the categorical inclusion of all veterans in the independent i
category might produpe‘an incentive to join the military, but realistically ' .
this is probably.a slight possibility. Their<inclusion in the category might ,
have the effect of alterihg their status, especially in the third and fourth
- years of school, or.if there has been an intervening period between discharge
~and going to school. This is the same as for any other older student. .

- Under the-present €ligibility determination procedures, it would appear that .
’ - the question is unimportant except for a few students. The mifnimum veterans
benefit for a full-time student with np dependents is $1,980 per year. Ever
wieh<the. special 50- percent discounting protésion, the BEOG would be reduced
**  “by 4 minimum of $990 a year, regardless of depende?cy status.

* " Alternatives Including All Students Receiving Welfare Benefits

Exactly who would qualify under this provision is not certain., It is a
questipn of definipg welfare bendfits -- individuals who ‘have depéndent chil-
dren, the disab _the blind, those who receive food stamps, and general

v .

. is provision would probably have slight impact. It would be most important
- to those who have been recently separated from their parents and are now on

° welfare. -

M ’
Alternatives Including Students Who Have Delayed Entry

The shorter the delay of entry period is, the greater the number of individuals

who would qualify as independent. Because a short delay could make a véry

large proportion of students eligible, it would necessarily deal with many - .
false negatives. It is‘likely that additional false positives would be gener- .

ated by this change. The ghorter the delay, the more false positives. 1f ,
the delay is a long one, oz the other hand, it is not likely that a very

significant number of fals negatives would be reduced. . . ,

i

There would be Iﬁﬁortant %amifications of this change according to the number . .
of people who took advantage of it. The most obvious one would be te encourage °
people to postpone attending college temporarily. The longer the ‘student is .
away from school, the mére difficult it is to re-enter the academic routine.
Those ihdiwiduals (priparily the working classes) who are forced.to resort to
this activity to qualify for aid would also be digcriminated .against in their
edytational careers when they competed either with those who could qualify as
debendent thelr first year in college or .those who could pay for their educa-
tions in other ways. ... R ‘ ' ,
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Unless grbat care is tak n to ifvestigate the provision of f%nancial help from
parents, the cost of the 'change would be prohibitive and, unless additional
funds were appropriated,|undoubtedly would dény more people aid than does the
present system. ,

(%

Alternatives Includinngll Seniors and/dr -Juniors

Bécause they are older, juniors and senior% are more likely to be independent
than are thosé in'other classes. Therefore, a large number of false négatives
ycan be expected from this group than from any other, except the pre-er ollment
student group. . . F

This proposal would seem to produce many false positives because//

now' receiving support from theirAparents would be able to turn to/ Federal funds
instead. This would likely benefit middle and upper class gtudents most
" because others would already’be/eli ible. To.a lesser extent jt might benefit
working class students, but is might bée offset by the fact that they are more
likely to have worked thé'prebious year and thus be ineligible because of their
expected contribution,” Moreover, the genuinely poor family whose children

once qualified and wére also able to‘earn somé money without having it be
“ counted toward p;téiial contribution, may find that their children no longer

qualify.
A

Changes baséd on age seem better suited for use with thi's ;population, and the
ovarall cdst of the false positives would probably produce more damage than
could be'justified. -

- "a

~

Alternatives Based on Student Income or Emgloyment . .
The category contains many students considered to be independent by society
but who fail to meet the criteria. ~If, in fact, they are wojking and earning,

they are largely, if not completely, financially responsible fotr themselves.

While it is possible that there are some students who receive significant amounts
of parental support while working and earning substantial sums, the number is
probably small, and likely occurs only at the most expensive schools or in
situations where there are other large expenses (Support of a family, for
example) In either instance, the need is there or the student would not take
on the extra obligations. .

P
Both the Bocial and:the financial aspects of the proposed ch nge seep to operate
to the disadvantage of the students it is designed to assist. Although these
changes would classify a large number of truly independent students as inde-
pendent, it would not be -to their benefit to be so classified. On the other
hand, if reduction of the number of students receiving money or redistribution
of this population is desired, the change would accomplish that. A
. . - . . .
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< 7  CHAPTER VIII: THE EQUITY OF RESTRICTING INDEPENDENT STUDENTS'
’ ELIGIBILITY TO THE "LESS DESIRABLE" FORMS OF AID

! . \

3

e ‘ 3 . » .
//”(fhe cautionary note at-the end of Chapter VI indicated that the discussions
of alternative definitions o e independent student had not also considered
the implications for program—¢ligibility or award determination, It is likely“
that some modification in . present progedures would be necessary to avoid
cXeating inequitable situations. - 'x\:\ e

. - .

) odification which has been discussed is to relax the ;%{gﬁgencjgbf‘ in-‘ .
itiojal requirements and at the same time limit eligibility for grant assistande— .
to “ddpendent students -- or.at least to require an examination of income and
assety of parents as a condition for grant eligibility. The argument is .-~
that a student might be pernitted to declare independence at any point duringe
his/her postsecondary education career, but as a consequence of that cision
the student’s eligibility would be limited to lpan and/or employmentéﬁﬁbistance._

\ * . 5]

1f ghe pudpose of grant aid is to assure access to educational opportunity
to dtudents from famijies with incomes insufficient to assure such access, then
‘a restriction of grant eligibility to dependent students would appear to act
_ con%raiy$to the purpose. Of the full-time students in the study sample,
over half (50.9 percent) of those meeting the current definition of indepen-
dence came from families with incomes below $9,000 per year. Only slightly
umrg/;han one-quarter (26.5 percent) of the depeéndent students came from fapilies
with incomes below this level. The mean parental income of the indgpendent
students in the study sample was $10,243 while that of ' the dependent students
was $14,559. Clearly, the petcentage of low income students in the independent - -
group is greater than that in the dependent group. To arbitrarily restrict the
grant eligibility of the independent students would appear to work a hardship
on students who, but for the dete tion, that they were independent, would
_ not be expected to receive substantjel support ffom their parents. Among the
", dependent students at present, 25.0 ercent would be expected to receive less
" than $600 in contributions ‘from'their parents according to the present’ compu-
tatiaqél regulations of -the BEOG program. - '

]

’)liivng theLtudents now consi Ye'z'ed independent,er.S ljcen;: would be
expected to receive less than 5600 from their. parents if ‘they vere
dependent according to the §Qma regulations. ¢ 0

- T, o
It qu&d seem that the independetrtl.afud the study group come from
familiee for whom grant assistance| is -intended. . : "
: _ o N . )
Even under present eligibility\ind awatd detefminatfon procedures, it geems
', that the independént student has less access fo grant assistance than does
. the-dependent, student. Jhile slightly morésthan one-fourth'of ‘the dependent
percent) reported receiving grant assistance, only about
<jndependent stude§:3\§:7¢8 percent) reported,grant aid. - -
lowér percentage, paxticipatfom in the grant programe, the
ller mean -award. For all full-time. depen- -
"3’ For all full-tise independent

»

'
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students, the mean grant was only $169. The "following table shows the percent
of students receiving grantsjand the mean amounts reported. It demonstrates
that even though the indepen;ent student is from a lower income family access
to grant funds under present 'procedures is 1imited compared to that of the
dependent student. . .

}

é
TABLE 21

Comparison of Access to Grants at Present for

Dependent and Independent Full-Time Students

Amount of Grant Assistance, i .
All Sougces . Dependent
h |

Independent

Ea ]

None

$ ' 1td"s 200
$ 201 $. 400
$ 401 to'$ .600
$ 601 41,000
$1,001 to $1,500
.$1,501 to $2,000
$2,001 or above
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Mean, All Students - $244 . ' $1§9
- ‘ ~

B

Restricted.acces$ to grant funds under present procedures ds‘;eﬁlected in
the amgynt of long-term educational debt that independent students reported. .
While only three .of ten dependent students reported having any loqg-térm
educational indebitedness, nearly five of ten independent students Teported
they. had borrowed (29.5 .perceht of the dependent and 47.1 percent of the
independent students reported some long-term educational indebtedness).
Only six percent of the dependent students reported total long-term educa-
tional indebtedness in excess of $2,500.— but twice ‘that percenmt (12.0
.percent) of the indepepdent students had debt levels over $2,500. The me
dependent students was 186 percent that of the depen-

The;foLlowing table shows the total long-term debt (student and onuse) of .
the dependent and independent:students in the study sample. . D .

B
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TABLE 22 .

t

, Total Long-Term Educational Debt for Dependent - -

and Independent Full-Time Students and Spouses

Total Long-Term £ducational . Co
Indebteaness Dependent o Independent

N I

R L)

e

00 o0HOmMOWVNYW
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« e P

oSN O NSO W
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wi

N0 O OWNRN
v . v v e v .

aone

S 1 to § 500
$ 501 to $1,000
51,001 to $1,500
$1,50€ to $2,500
$2,501 to $3,500
$3,501 to $4,500
$4,501 to $6,000
$6,001 or above

~Mean, All Students - $500 v $930

]

Under present eligibility requirements, the independent student is more likely
to work, to work longer hours, and to provide more of his educational costs
from income from term-time and/or summer employment. Of the unmarried students
about half (47.6 percent) of those who were dependent did not work” during the ,
term but‘*only abou third (35.7 percent) of the independent students did not
hold down a term“time job. The average weekly work load of the indepéndent
students during the term was 18.2 hours —- that of the dependent students

' only 13.9 hours. Although about the same percentage of dependent and indepen-
dent students worked at some time during the yea# (76.1 percent of the dependent
and 75.2 percent of the independent students reported using some amount from ,
term-time and/or summer employment to defray educational expenses), the total \\' .
income from employment of the unmarried independent students was 160 percent. )
greater than that of the unmarried dependent students. The average total ‘
income of dependent students was $917 as compared with an average of $1,466.
for independent students. -

H
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TABLE 23 -~
H .
Total Term-Time and ﬁaqmer Employment Income
for Unmarried Students Only*

N

IR

i Total Term-Time and oo
Summer Income * Dependent, Independent

! None : 23. : 24.8%
$ 1 $ 600" 26. - 14.3
$ 601 $1,000 ’ 15. { 10.7
$1,001 $1,500 11. : 10.
$1,501 $2,000 - 8.5
$2,001 $2,500 5.
$2,501 above 8.

2 .

"Mean, All Students $917

v

*The incomes of the married dependent and independent students have
been eliminated. The SRS question inquives about the combined income
of the student and spouse and-there is no way to separate out that
yhich reprgsepts the effort of the student alone. ' Certainly the
income of the spouse is a’'resource available to the student but it
is income independent of the rules and regulations of program eligi-
bility and award determination and as such would be unaffected in
large measure by any change x: policy. : : .

It would appear, therefore, that poflicy changes that restrict the avajilability
of grant assistance to independent gtudents would not increase the equitable
_distribution of funds. Independent 'students come from families with lower
incomes than do the dependent students in the study sample. Moke than half
of the indepehdent students are from families with incomes of less thamn *
$9,000 — the targets of most Federal grant assistance progrems. Under
' present eligibility and award determination procedures of all grant programs,
independent students participate at a 1ower percentage rate and report awards
of lower mean value. They participate at present in "less desirable” loam-
and employment programs at higher percentage rates,’ have accumulated larger
-eanzlongjfern~debt amounts, work considerably more hours at term-time oy-
ment, and presumably- use largér amounts of their personal earnings to s Rt
their educational programs.” Changes that would further incresse their reliance
on less desirable forms of aid would not induce greater equity at least in »
these measures. v T
‘ - -

R £




\

APPENDIX A

A Bibliography of Articles and Papers Relating to the

L

Independeni Student

Y
e
T30y
- —— - »<—t - i

[KY

\

s

Te




ok

)
. ]
.-
~ .@ te
Q'
~“,.
.. @
."

American College Testing Program. Handbook for financial aid adminis-
trators. lowa City, Iowa: ACT, 1974.

Calvert, Robert Jr., Drews, Theodore H., and Wade, George H. College
N student migration: A review of 1968 data and implications. .
College and University, Fall 1971.

Carbone, Robert F. Student and state borders, fiscal/legal issues
affecting nonresident students. lowa City, Iowa: American
College Testing Program, 1973.

-

Coliege Scholarship Service. CSS need analysis: Theory and computation
' procedures for the 1974-75 PCS and SFS. New York: CSS,. 1974,

R . e
Curtis, Grant.i. Who should support the nontraditional aid agplgcﬁﬁt?
!gg"gfrk:

in College Scholarship Service, Who Pays? Who Benefits?,
css, 1974. ' vs f‘

Davis, Frampton. . Fathers who refuse to pay for college. College Bdard

Review, Spring 1965, no. 56. . .
Education Commission of the States. Model legislation on student

residency: An act providing for clagsification of students for s

tuition purposes at public institutions. Denver: Education

Commission of the States, August 1971. .

Ehrens#érger, Chgéles D. Treatment of the sgif-sgggorting, independent
student in the national altemate sysfem of need analysis,, - .

Poughkeepsie, New York: Dutchess Community College, 1972.
- . - - -

Fleming, R. W. The mathematics of the tuition increase. University ‘ - .
Record, University of Michigan, October :1971. : .

Fordyce, Hugh R. Financial independencé among college students.
Financial Aid Report, September 1973, vol. 3, no.'l.

Hansen, W. Lee.AfrThé financtal implications of student independence, . .
in College Scholarship Service, Who Pays? Who Bengfits? New York:
css, 197s4. : ‘

Hanson, David J. The lowered age of majority: Its impact om higher
education. Washington, D. C.: Association of American Colleges,

: 1974, AN {\




Hendrickson "Robert M. » ‘and Jones, M. Edward. Nonresident tuition:
Studen&?rights vs, state fiscal intégrity Journal of Law and
Educatibn, July 1973, ) -

Hensley, Marvin R. The self-supporting student: Trends and implicatidns.-
The Journal of Student Financial Ald, June 1974, vol. 4,-no. 2.

Hogan, Harry J. The Basic Edu¢ationa1 Opportunity Grant Prokram Its N
igpact on the middle class. Journal of Student Financilhl Aid,
June 1973,

Horch, Dwight H. Measuring the ability of undergraduate married
students to contribute to education costs, <ournal of Student
. Financial Aid, Novemher 1973. e .

Moore, Donald. The independent student and the philosophy of financial
aid officers. Journal of ‘Student Financial Aid, June 1973.

'National Association of Secondary School Principals. The changing age
.of majority. A legal memorandum, January. 1974. ’

National Commission on Firmancing of Posisecondary Education. Recom-
mendations of the Panel on Post-High-School Financing. A report .
to the President and Congress Washington,.D C., 1974. -

Olson Layton. The students' views on independence, in College
Scholarship Service, Who Pays?--Who Benefits? New York: CSS,

1974. , . Lo RN

Parnel on Student Financial Need Analysisn New- approaches to student
financial aid. New Yorko College Entrance Ekxamination Board,

1971. . , S

PLesident's Science Advisory Committee. Youth-transition to adulthood:
Report of the panel on youth. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1974, : .

. - . . -

Sanborn, Helen. Financial planning fot married students. Madison:

University of Wisconsin /effice of Student Financial Aids, January .

1972, ‘ 1 T
Seward, Charles W. III. An examination of the independent student.

Journal of Student Financial Aid, November 1972.

. 3

Shulman, Carol H. Resident tuition and.student migration: Some recent

problems. Research Currents, ERIC, Highér Education, February 1974,

%

.




Sidar, Alexander Gy Jr. Legal and some other implications of indepen-.
dence at 18. Unpublished paper presented at the College Entrance
Examination Board Midwest Regional Meeting, February 19, 1974.

~ Sidar, Alexander G. Jr. The self-sugpégxing student -- issues and
premises. New York: College Scholarship Service, 1973.

Sidar, Alexander G. Jr. What makes a/self-supporting student? College .

Board Review, Spring 1973, no. . .
Southern Regional Education Board. The out-cf-state student and
regional cooperation. Issues in Higher Education, 1974, no. 7. .
' -

Stickgold, Arthur. The social and psychological implications of
student independence, in College Scholarship Service, Who Pays?
Who Benefits? New York: CSS, 1974.

‘ ¢ ' . .
Tombaugh, Richard L< Determinatio;\af eligibility for married applicants.
Purdue University, 1971. .

TomBaugh, ﬁichard L. The independent student -- fish, fowl, or other? .
Unpublished paper presented to the Special Conference on New York

State Financial Aid, Syraguse University, July 1973.

Tonsor,‘StépHEn J. Student autonomy and financial independence in
education beyond the secondary level. Paper presented at the
Invitational Conference on the Crisis in Student Financial Aid,
College Entrarice Examination Board, Atlanta, Georgia, January 22-23,
1970. . \\

United States Department of Health, Educatien, and Welfare. Program 4
. administrative memoranda no. 2-72.' Washingtorm, D. C.: Office of
* Education, Program Development Branch, Division of §tudent
Assistance, September 28, 1971. . ' -
Van Dusen, William D, Summary sta;ement,'in College Soholarship ’ ,
Service, Who Pays? Whc RP~nefits? New York: CSS, 1974. . .

Waters, Richard L. Implications of student independence on student ( .
financial aid administration, in College Scholarship Service,
Who Pays? Who Benefits? New York+ CSS,—19Z£;/—17

. Whitlock, Donald A. Financial aids and the independent student. L .
' Albany: State University:of New York, -1973.

. Windham, Douglas M. .Financial aid, need determination,’ and higher
educational finance. Financial Aid- Report, January 1974, wol. 3,
l no. 2. R Lo




A-5

-~
7

hWolk,\Ronald A. Alternative methods of federJg fuldingfor higher

education. New York: Carnegie Commission on’Higher Education, /ﬁ
1968.° Jn;gj
Young, D. Parker. Ramifications of the age-of majority. Prepared ,—” ’
for the Council of Student Personnel Associations in Higher . ;o
Education, 1973.
-
/ S
\\ s .
\ / A
—— \\\ ¥
- \
\\
\
\\ .
- \\ -
\ L ~
\
\
v \‘ s
A \ - ,
\‘ ,
! \ ',
¢ \\ ‘ &
- \\ 1
\ \ \ - |
——
- . ~
v .
. . P
- -
-——';_-;.
> N s




- .
\ 6§ .
-
. o
-
N -
’
t
. B
]
0 . / ‘
»
.
-
‘ .
. -
- ! -
¢
.
S
‘
.
I3
f
'
- -
78
. L
R
{
'~.—:i - -5t 3 - s R R S e
T , - . o L

B
- f"

~

APPENDIX B

Advisory Committee for the Study

0




Reverend R. Wayne Dawson ‘ ¢
Higher Education Incentives Program

Lgs Angeles, California - '

Richard A. Dent. v. '
Director of Fingncial Aid '
Univergi&y of - Massachusetts . -

Alhert B, Fltt

Special Advisor to the President

Yale University - "

David J. Hanson
Ass{stant Chancellor
University of Wisconsin, Madison

Robert Hartmaﬁ' . /

Senior Fellow : / )

_ The Brookings Insbitutiq? ,y . ) ’ . -

. ~ ' Lo . . . ’ -
Dwight Horch. r’
Graduate and Professibnal School Financial Aid Service ) . "

.* Educational .Testing_ Service -

layton E. Olson ) > . ” .

ducation Coordinator . . '
ational Student Education Fund 1 .

Arthur S. Sti¢kgold N
Associate Professor of Sociology ‘ -
California State University, Los Angeles

.




APPENDI® C
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Student Resource Survey “

The purpose of this study, conducted jointly by this institution and the College Entrance Examination Board, is to
coliect information for use in annual applications to the Federal Government for student financial aid program funds and
for use in reports to the Federai Government and state agencies. {t 1s hoped that the results ‘Wit be hetpful in the assess-
ment of the adequacy of student financial aid programs. The information needed can be collected only from students; we
will be grateful for your cooperation.
You are not asked to provide your name or other identifying data, and your responses will be completely confidentiai.
Please enter your response to each question by recordmg the response number i1n the appropriate box on the accompany
ing response coding form. -
_Spaces 1, 2, and 3 are reserved for institutionat 1dentification.

.
hnieh of the tollowing progrims are you enraoifcd? 14, Whrt i, the approxcmate income this calendar year of your parents or

qnc\muv.\' Cron. o, 5 Edoiat on I;qﬂ wardran ~efore taxes (inciude income from all sources)?
usiness Adannisirat »n 6- Nins ng /~ Can ot 23,000 a year 5. Between $12 000 a!d $14,999
umamities or Lo 3 Liiences 7 Het N Pratessr s Lo o L2 0Y0 and $5,999 6- Between $15, ;000 aha $17, 1999
ysical and Life scrences, Mathematics &+ v e soen 46,000 and (37,499 7- Between $18,00C and $20, 1999
ngineering, Architecture bl e miaics G ooth tot veen 7,500 2 d $8,999 8 Between $21 000 and 324,999
Lo e $9,000 and $11,999 9-$25,000 and above

tis you: current cia,® tnysi? .

a . LR

1GhSCho ot Seng o oRarst year g ite e cf s ey 0 ! 9.’:1»?‘|‘:f%:)ga;r:?co;‘c‘h':)%\‘vlm‘nn:e;‘s?:r:" per week 4o you work !n :
oliege firclimnan stigent

0ilege sopramore 7 SRCONG-YE T G pdace W Protesaional G ol e R - 4. 16 20 hours
ollege tun student ot sy ary ' . 5- 21 to 25 hours
oliege senior & Third year gradoate or profersion st studdent 2 Gt ot houts 6€- 26 to 30 hours -
tfth-year undergradudte 9- Fopurth-year (or nure) graduate . 3- 11 U 1Y hours - 7- 31 hours or more

professinnal student
16 Do you (and spouse if appucame) con(rlbuh to your own support?

- 0 "o - i

ss than 1/2 of a fuli-time course of study - 1 Yyes, put my parents prov:de most of mv support

2to 3/4 of a fuli-time course of study 2- Yes, | am primariiy self-supporting

tuli-time course of study = 3-Yes, and | am classified as a seif-supp tmg (Independent) student
4

ctass ioad are you carrying?

by the Financial Aid Office .
Yes, but | have been denied seif-supporting (Independent) status

at nearest birthday? L een dene
or under 3-20 5.22-24 h.30%4 9- 31 and over Py the.Financiai Aid ‘ce ‘

4.21 6- 25-29 8- 35-40 B W
. Questions 17 to 49 ula(e to the costs of attending cofiege and the ways
. in which you Tthance your education. Pisase enter the applicable code
ate 1- Female - corresponding to the doliar ranges (stated below) for our answers to
: questions 17 through 49. If none, be sure to enter co . Do not 1eave
do you describe yourself? : Dianks ,
1 Code Range Cod
8 e e e ean . 0-tor $00 o None ’ S for $1,001 10°81,500
American -for $1 to $208° 6- far $1, 501 to $2,000
6- Other 2- for $201 t0 $400 - 7 for $2,001 to $2.500
3 tor $401 to $600 R B- for $2,501 to $3 ooo
- 4- tor ssol to $1,000 - —- - 9- for.$3, 001 and a
2- Separated’ 4- Widowed COLLEGE EXPENSES Estimate your total nfne-month academic budget
3- Divorced 5- Othe( for the current year, using ghe doltar ranges above.
u have children, how many of them are dependent upon you for 17 Tuition and fees ;f 20. Transportation
nt? (0-9) 18. Books, supplies, and coutse . 21. Ciething, recteation, and
materials incidentals
dence status for tuition purposes: | 18, Room and board -
ate resident 3- tmmigrant - State residency
on-state resident—U . citizen established SOURCE OF— FINANCIAL SUPPCORT: Estimate the amount of money You

will receive during the nine-maunth academic year from asach of the fol-

;{%%\;‘t';gﬂn':t;“ a- :"g:";g":t;"";‘i‘d‘" restdency ; lowing sources, using the do’iar ranges above.
v L)
J3 the highest teval of education you plan to complete here or FAMILY o
re? 22. Parent or legal suardian ’ 23, Spouse '

clor'sdoqrn pno..eao J.D.,M.D., D.DS., etc)) - *
ter's , .tc ) or first pzofessnona! degree TERM-TIME EMPLOVMENT
cho!or's oqru ( A
n-gegree Certificate l"rognm : . 24, Comgo WOrk Study - 26. On-campus employment

ssOciate degres . {Non-Work-Study)

e . . - . 25. Assistantships, teaching, ,

., / . or r?oarch _ 27. Other empioYment
_

’}/EASE OETACH ALONG DOTTEO LINE ANO PROCEEOD TO/QUESTlONS 2810 67 a N REVERSE SIDE

O L "L T TT T PO PR PARY

0000000000/ 000000000000

10 11 12 13 94 15 |16 17 18 19 20 21| 22 23 24 25

dDLgJDDDDD 0o0000 JDDUDDD@GD&D

30 31 32 33 35 36 37 38 39 | 40 4] 42 43 44 45 | 46 47 48 49 50 51 | 52 53 54 55 5657
No. 2 (continues LOCAL QUESTIONS (ifany) . ‘ ) .

000010000 DDDDDE‘],DDDDDD of .

65 66 67 | 68 69 70 71 72 73|74 75 76 77 718 79 ’

v . » .

RESPONSE COD/NG FORM
Enter in the appropriate box, the number associated with your
__response to_each question.

No.

. .

._81 ' ' 7 June 1974




tions 28 to 49 - Continue to use following sértes of response codes.

Range Code ‘Range
0- for $00 or None S.for $1,001 to $1,500
-tor $1 to $200 6- for $1,501 to $2,000
- for $201 to 3400 7- tor :2.001 to $2,500
for $401 to $600 8- for $2,501 to'$3,000
9- for $3,001 and above

- for $601 to §1,000

MER EMPLOYMENT (Total amount, befose taxes, sarned last summer)

30. On-campus employment '
Non-Work-Study)

31. Other employment

Cotiege Werk-Study

Assistentships, teaching,
er ressarch

SONAL SAVINGS
#rem savings (exclude amounts in 28:31)
NTS, SCHOLARSHIPS, FELLOWSMHIPS, AND TRAINEESHIPS

Nen-Resident Tuition Walver .

State Scholarship Awards and Fellowships

Sesic Educationat Opportunity Grants

Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grants

Institutionalt grants or schofarships (include grants, fettowships, and
mlmmlu’ . —

Other federal fellowships, grants, and trainesships not previousty
mh&smc'udmg Nursing, Heatth,Professions or Law Enforcement
Zdudation Pregram Grants) .

uno:-unl.s or grants-or fellowships tfrom sources not previousty .

sted

g "'l.lns'o it
eelal Sscur "

Weifare ‘

State Vocationat Rehabititation

Other Federal or State benefits not previousty listed.

NS . ' '

Nationat Dl;uct Student Lod f
u'w I'Moulmunt EducatioryProgram or Nursing or H:alm

oan, or other state guarantead icans
sanks or other lending agencies)
s not previously listed 7

Fedorally | nsured Student

({Loans obtained throug
Institutional long-term {o.
Other Leans

’

w

v

Hew much will you an/ your spouse earn, pefore taxes, this catendar .

year? » . .

0- 31 to $999 5-'$5,000 to $5,999
1-$1,000 to $1,999 6- $6,000 to $7,499
2-$2,000 to $2,999 7-$7,500 to $8,999

8- $9.000 to $11,999

3. $3,000 to $3,999 .
. 9.$12,000 and above

4-$4,000 to $4,999

1adicate the amount of your (and your spouse’s) present Indebtedness
under alt longtum student iean programs (Inciude loans taken out this .

year items 45 to 49, as well as educational debts incurred in prior aca-

c_cmh: yeoars.) )

0- 60 3-$1,000 to 31,499 6-$3,500 to $4,499

1- 31 to $499 4. 31,500 to $2,499 7- $4,500 to $5,999

2-$500 to $999 5.$2,500 to $3,499 8- $6,000 to $7,499
9-$7,500 and over

Did you apply for financial aid at your institution for this academic
yhar? (Refers to college work-study #24 & 28, federa) and institutiona)
igrants #35 to 37, and ftederal loans #45 & 46.)

0- No

1- Yes, | applied for ad and it was granted

2. Yes,4 applied for aid, but | was told that | was ineligible

3- Yes, | appHed for ald, but. was told no funds were available

Are you nmelrm». in yeur institution's EducaMional o.;ommny
Progrem or simllar campus pregram? *
0- No 1-Yes -

Far EOP participants only, indicate the types of assistance you ll:.
ressiving

0- None 4- Financtal ald and tutorin
1- Financial aid only $- Financial aid and counseiing
2- Tutonn? only 6- Tutoring and Counseiing N
3- Counseting only 7- Financial aid, tutoring and counseling
’ .
1 L4
. .
L]
N g
& : '

How many ot your brothers or sisters are dependent on your

55,
or legal guardian for financial support? (0to 9) |

56.
academic year

57. Did your parents claim you
the iast catendar year?

0- Yes -

8. Will your parents claim you
this catendar year?
0- Yes 1.

59.
0- Yes

" 0+ With Parents

1 With relatives

2. Unwversity or Cotiege
Residence Hall

3- University or Coliege
Apartment

4- Fraternity or Sorority

v

8. W
. o
1-
2-

| live on campus
Under 1 mille
More than 1 miie
but less than 3
3- More than 3 miles
v but less than 5

82,

1-

Wheh at coliege, where do y ou normatly 1we?

»

How many of your dependent brothers or sisters are aiso iN college this
(Cannot exceed response to item #55.) '

as a dependent for Federal tax purposes for

No - 1 don't know

as a dependent for Federal tax purpotr for

No 2-1 don't know

Are you receiving food stamps? -

5. Off Campus, non-college residence
al

[}
6- Rented room with or without board
7. Other off-campus housing aione or
with s| se
8. Other off-campus housing with one
or two roommates *
9. Other off-campus housing with three
or more roommates |
n

hat is the distance from your living quarters to campus? ' N

4. More than 5 miles
but less than 10

S. More than 10 miles
but iess than 15 *

- 6- More than 15 miles
but less than 25

7- More than 25

How_ do you usually set to your college campus? .

0- Walk 4. Bike or motorcycie
1- Automobtle 5. Coilege bus -
2- Use public transportation . 6- Hitchhike
3- Car pool
$3. How would you rate your ‘/mu | t as measured by grades *

in college? -

°, 0- Mostiy ‘A’s (3.5 or higher) - 2-Mostly C's (1.5 to 2.0&

3- Mostly D's (below 1.5

1- Mostiy 8's (2.? to 3.4)

0- Yes
How were you admitted?

0- As a first-time freshman
1- As a transfer from an
- in-state community
college ¥
2- As a transfer from an
out-of-state
community college
. 3- As 3 transfer from an
N instate pubhc coliege
or university

66. Are you planning to return

0- Yes

1- No— | plan to receive my

. return jater
‘ 3- No— { plan to drop out

-
7. How satistied are you with

0- Compietely satisfied
1. Satistied
2-+Indifferent

degree
2- No— | plan to drop out and

Are you a vetérah of the U.S, Armed Forces?

1- No “

4. As a transfer from en
independent
. (private) in-state
cOllege O university o
5- As a transfer from an
out-of-state
college or university
6- As a graduate of a
- 4.ysar institution
7- Other

this institution next term?

N3, t plan to transfer to:
4- 4 year public Institution within
the state N
5. 4 year private institution within
the state
6- 4 year pubtic institution
outside the state
7- & year privats institution
outside the state
8- Any other type of institution
. , of postsecondary 8ducation

this institution as a whate?

3. Unsatistied /
4. Completely unsatisfied

to

An additionai 13 1gcal questions may have been added to this version of the
survey. If so, Piease answer questi

+  on the separate question shest,

s 68 to 80 according to the instructions
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" TABLE D-2

Dependency Status m< Class Level

o
.

. ' Full-Time Students Only n Lo Aﬂp\ S
. .brllw L ) .
Column Percent , Row Percent :

— ’ ) Total Depend. Independ. Total Depend. Independ.
Freshman 28.6% 31.8% D 14.2% 100.0%°  80.8%  ~  9.2%
Sophomore 2577 26.6 21,9 100.0  84.3 15.7
Junior 24.0 23.0 28.4 100.0 78.2 21.8 °
Senior 19.8 17.1 31.7 100.0 70.5 29.5
Fifth-Year Ghdergrad | _ 2.0 1.6 /. _3.8 100.0  64.4 35.6
o, 100.0 -  100.0 100.0 . .
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